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HOUSE OF LORDS, 

UPON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR, 

And decided during the Session IQ29, 

10th Geo. IV. 



IRELAND. 

(exchequer chamber.) 



Richard Ball, a Minor, \ 

by Henry Wemyss, his s Plaintiff in Error. 
Uncle and next FriendJ 

Patrick Mannix, Lessees 

of Launcelot Shinton V Defendant in Error. 
Ball " • " ) 

By a deed in 1762, lands were conveyed to the use of the 
grantor for life, and af^er his death in trust for D. S. his 
daughter, the wife of R. S.; and afler her death, to the first 
and other sons successively of D. S. by R« S., with remain- 
ders over, and subject to a power of revocation. In 1763 the 
grantor, by a will made in execution of the power, directed 
and desired that if there should be no issue male of the ex- 
isting marriage, the lands should stand limited (subject to 
the dispositions of the deed of 1762) to the first and other 
sons of his daughter, by any other husband. 

R. S. died in 1778, leaving D. &, his widow, and four sons 
surviving. Soon after his death, D* S. married R. B., by 
whom she had a son A. B. 

J. S. the eldest son of the first marriage, having been from his 
infancy a person of weak capacity, in the year 1785, as soon 
as he came of age, joined with liis mother and father-in-law, 
VOL. HI. B 
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CASES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1829. as party to a deed» by which reciting his title as tenant in tail 

in remainder, subject to his mother's life interest in the lands, 
and an agreement which had been made for providing there- 
M ANN IN. out, a present maintenance for him; and that the yonnger 

children of his mother had been left without provision by 
the deed of I762 ; and further reciting certain expenditure 
made on the premises by R. B« the husband of his mother, 
for the benefit of the inheritance, the lands were assigned 
to trustees for a term of five hundred years, in trust to secure 
to J. S. an annuity of jfi , and subject thereto to the use oi 
the mother for life; remainder to R. B. for his life, re- 
mainder to trustees for a term, to raise portions for the younger 
children of D. M. his mother, and subject thereto to the use 
of J. S. and the heirs male of his body, and in default of 
male issue to such other of the children of D. M. as she 
should appoint, and in default of appointment, to R. S., 
£. S., and A.. B., three of her children; remainder to her 
right heirs. 

A fine and recovery were levied to give effect to this deed, which 
was registered in 17S9. 

J. S. died in 1794. In 1800, L. S., the second son of the 
first marriage, filed a bill in Chancery against R. B. and D. 
his wife, to establish the deed of 1762, and to set aside the 
deed of 1785 on the ground of fra ud. This bill was dis- 
missed by the plaintiff in 1806. 

By deed in 1803, D. the mother, appointed the lands to A. B. 
her youngest son, subject to the payment of annuities. In 
I8O9 the lands were, by deed executed on the marriage of 
A. B., settled on the husband and wife, and the issue of 
the marriage, notwithstanding notice given to the parties by 
L. S« of his claim. 

R. B. died in 18 13. A. B. died in 18149 leaving a son. D. 
the mother died in 1818. Upon this event, L. S. brought 
an ejectment against the partitfs in possession under the deed 
of 1785. This ejectment was not prosecuted, but in 1821 
L. S. being dead, an ejectment was brought against the same 
parties by his son. Upon the trial it was agreed between the 
parties, that the sole question should be, whether the deed of 
1785 was void at law as the deed of J. S. It was sworn 
upon the trial by some witnesses, that J. S. was not com- 
petent at the time of executing the deed, and they spoke 
to acts and conduct evidencing mental incapacity. On 
the other hand, it was by others sworn, that he was competent 
to execute. It was admitted that the incapacity did not arise 
from lunacy,— no evidence having been given of lunacy. 
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The Judge, in his charge to the jury, told them that the question 1829. 
for them to try was, whether J. S. was a person of sound 
mind or not, and that to constitute such unsoundness of mind 
aa should avoid a deed at law ? the person executing such a manmix. 
deed, must be incapable of understanding and acting in the 
ordinary afiairs of life, that it was not necessary that he should 
be without any glimmering of reason, and that as one test of 
such incapacityj the jury were at liberty to consider whether 
he was capable of understanding what he did by executing 
the deed in question, when its general purport was fully ex- 
plained to him. To this direction a bill of •exceptions was 
taken, upon the ground that the Judge refused to tell the jury 
that in order to avoid the deed at law^ the unsoundness of 
mind must amount to that which constitutes idiocy accord- 
ing to the strict legal definition of an idiot. 

Held that this direction was right, and that the case «ou1d not be 
argued or decided upon an 4>bjection that the direction was 
too general and vague, because such objection was not taken . 
at the trial, and did not form part of the bill of exceptions, 



In the year 1762, John Ball was seised in fee of 
the town and lands of Bannaghnough, otherwise 
Three Castles, Neaglesland, Boards, and Pricks- 
heath and Monafiruka, lying in the parish of Ban- ' 
naghnough, otherwise TTiree Castles, in the barony 
of Cranagh and county of Kilkennny. 

Dorothea Margaret Ball, his only child, inter- 
married privatdy with Richard Shinton. 
* For the purpose of making a provision for 
Dorothea Margaret and her issue, independently 
of her husband , John Ball executed an indenture 
of release upon the 10th of July, 1762, by which 
he granted, released, and confirmed the said town 
and lands to certain trustees, in trust to the use of 
himself for life, remainder to his daughter Doro- 
thea Margaret for life, remainder to her heirs in 

B 2 




CASES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1829. tail male, with divers remainders over, reserving 
a power to alter these limitations by deed or will. 
On the 6th of March, 1763, John Ball, by his 
will, after charging the town and lands with an 
annuity of 100/. per annum to his wife during her 
life, devised and directed as follows : ** And I 
" hereby devise, and direct and declare, that the 
*' said trustees mentioned in the said deed of the 
10th of July, 1762, shall as far as the law can 
permit, be deemed and taken to stand seised of 
my estate vested in them or granted to them, in 
the first place, to the uses of this my will ; and 
" that they do every act in their power to esta- 
blish and fulfil the same ; and my further will 
is, that as there are now seven years of a lease 
of the house and gardens and seventy acres of 
land to come, commencing from the 25th of 
March, 1763, to FoUiot Warren, Esq. that at 
the expiration of the said lease my daughter 
Dorothea Margaret Shinton may live in said 
house, and may have said number of acres 
during her life, but not her husband or any one 
of their family after her decease ; but to be set 
** by my said trustees after her decease, to the 
best improved rent for the benefit of her chil- 
dren, nor shall the said Shinton have any power 
during said Dorothea Margaret's life to turn, 
plough, or cut down any oak, ash, elm, hazle, 
** or apple trees or hedges whatsoever, or on any 
account, and to keep up the improvements for 
the benefit of her children/' By this will the 
testator also made a large provision for the younger 
children of his daughter. 
John Ball died soon after executing this will. 
In the year 1778, Richard Shinton, the husband 
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ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 

of Dorothea Margaretj died, leaving issue, John, ,^^^\ 
their eldest son, who was from his infancy weak 
in mind ; Lancelot, their second son^ the father of 
the Defendant in error ; Richard, their third son ; 
George, their fourth son, and an only daughter, 
Dorothea. All these children took the name of 
Ball. 

Soon after the death of Richard Shinton, Do- 
rothea Margaret intermarried with Richard Ball, 
for many years a practising attorney, by whom 
she had an only son Abraham, who was the father 
of the Plaintiff in error. 

By deed, dated October 17, 1785, and executed 
by and between Richard Ball and Dorothea 
Margaret, his wife^ of the first part, John Shinton 
Ball of the second part, the Reverend Wardlow 
Ball, clerk, and Serjeant John Ball of the third 
part, John Humphrey of the fourth part, and 
Samuel Foley of the fifth and last part, reciting 
the title of Dorothea Margaret and John Shinton 
Ball to the said estate, and an agreement entered 
into for providing a present maintenance for him 
thereout, and that the younger children of Doro- 
thea Margaret had been left wholly without any 
provision by the former deed ; and further reciting 
the expenditure made by Richard Ball on the 
house and demesne, for the benefit of the inheri- 
tance, Richard Ball and Dorothea Margaret, his 
wife, and John Shinton Ball, joined in assigning 
the said lands and estate to Ward low and John Ball, 
to the use of John Humphrey, for a term of three 
hundred years, in trust to secure the maintenance 
and present provision for John Shinton Ball, pay- 
able quarterly, and subject thereto to theiiseof Do- 
rothea Margaret, without impeachment of waste, 
for her life, with remainder to Richard Ball for 



6 CASES IN THE HOUSE C)F LORDS 

1829. his life^ in like manner with remainder to Samuel 
^^^^ Foley for a term of five hundred years, in trust 



V. 



to raise the portions so agreed to be provided for 
the younger children of Dorothea Margaret, and 
subject thereto to the use of John Shinton Ball, 
and the heirs male of his body ; and in default of 
such issue, to the use of such other of her children, 
and for such estates therein, as Dorothea Margaret 
should by deed or writing, under her hand and 
seal, and attested by two or more credible wit- 
nesses, or by her last will, direct and appoint; 
and in default of such direction and appointment, 
to the use of Richard Shinton, George Shinton, 
and Abraham Ball, three of her children, share 
and share alike as tenants in common in tail 
general ; and for default of such issue, with re- 
mainder to the right heirs of Dorothea Margaret 
for ever ; And the deed, after reciting that a fine 
with proclamation had been levied in the pre- 
ceding Trinity term, of the lands, by Richard and 
Dorothea Margaret Ball, and John Shinton Ball, 
to Wardlow Ball, directed that the fine should 
enure to make him a perfect tenant to the precipe 
of the lands, that a common recovery might be 
suffered thereof by the said parties, in order to 
bar all estates tail and remainders therein, and to 
enure to the uses declared by the said deed, and 
reserved a joint power of revocation of the said 
uses and trusts, and of new appointment of others 
in their stead, to Richard and Dorothea and John 
Shinton Ball, during the lives of Richard and 
Dorothea; and to John Shinton Ball, and the sur- 
vivor of Richard and Dorothea Margaret, during 
the life of such survivor. This deed was regis- 
tered on the 21st day of October, 1789. 




ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 

The recovery was suffered by John Shinton /'^^O. 
]BaU as of Michaelmas term, 1785, by virtue of a 
warrant of attorney duly executed by him for the 
purpose, in which recovery Thomas Ball was de- 
mandant, and Wardlow Ball was tenant to the 
precipe, who appeared and vouched John Shinton 
Ball, who appeared by his attorney and vouched 
the common vouchee. 

JohA Shinton Ball died in the year 1794, and 
his brother Launcelot Shinton Ball exhibited his 
bill in the Court of Chancery in Ireland upon the 
24th of December, 1800, against Richard Ball 
and Dorothea his wife, stating the settlement and 
l^vill of John Ball, the imbecility of John Shinton 
Ball, aind thatiraud was practised upon him, and 
praying that Richard and Dorothea might bring 
into Court the deed of 10th July, 1762, and that 
the trusts thereof might be performed, and that 
the fraudulent deed might be set aside, and that 
the fine and recovery might enure to the uses of 
the deed of 1762. 

This bill was afterwards dismissed at the in- 
stance of the Plaintiff. 

By deed dated May 14, 1803, Dorothea Mar- 
garet Ball, in pursuance and execution of the 
power reserved to her by the deed of the 17th of 
October, 1785, limited and appointed the lands, 
after her own and her husband's death, and sub- 
ject to the trust tetms thereby created, to the use 
of her youngest son Abraham Bail and his heirs, 
subject however to and charged with an annuity 
of 40/. yearly to Richard Shinton, her third son 
by her first husband, for his life ; and a further 
annuity of 30/. yearly to her daughter, Dorothea 
Shinton, for her life, payable thereout. 
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CASES IN TI1£ HOUSE OF LORDS 

1821. Abraham Ball afterwards intermarried with 

Jane Wemys^ in consideration of which marriage, 
a settlement, dated April 4, 1809, was executed 
by and between Richard Ball and Dorothea Mar- 
garet, his wife, of the first part, Abraham Ball of 
the second part, James Wemys, and Jane his daugh- 
ter, of the third part, and the said James Wemys, 
Sir John Blunden, Bart, and the Rer. Sterne 
Ball, clerk, of the fourth and last part, whereby 
the said lands and premises were settled and 
limited to the uses of the said marriage, viz. to 
provide a present maintenance for Abraham Ball, 
and a jointure for his intended wife, and subject 
thereto after the decease of the said Dorothea 
Margaret and Richard Ball, to Abraham Ball for 
his life, and after his death, to the use of the issue 
of the said marriage, subject to his appointment 
by deed or will as therein mentioned. 

The marriage afterwards took effect, and there 
was issue born thereof, Richard Ball, the Plaintiff* 
in error, and two daughters, Martha and Dorothea. 

Richard Ball died in 1813, leaving his wife, 
Dorothea Margaret, surviving him. 

Abraham Ball died in 1814, leaving his three 
children surviving him, and without having exer- 
cised the power of appointment given him by the 
deed of the 4th of April, 1809. 

Dorothea Margaret Ball died in 1818; upon 
her death, Richard Ball, the Plaintiff* in error, and 
his sisters, took possession of the estate. 

Immediately after the death of Dorothea Mar- 
garet, Lancelot Shinton, her second son, the father 
of the Defendant in error, as of Michaelmas 
term 1818, brought an ejectment in the Court of 
Exchequer to recover the possession of the lands 
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ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 9 

and laid demises therein in his own name, and in 1839. 
the names of several other persons, in whom the 
legal estate in the premises might be considered ^^^; 
to be outstanding; defence was taken to this 
ejectment for all the premises therein in the 
names of the Plaintiff in error and his sisters, 
and the cause being at issue, a consent was en- 
tered into between the parties therein, limiting 
the issue to be tried between them to the sole 
question of the competence of John Shinton Ball 
to execute the deed of the 17th October, 1785. 

The issue in the cause came on to be tried be- 
fore a special jury of the County of Kilkenny, 
at the summer assizes 1819, when after the Plain- 
tiff had gone through his case, and three witnesses 
having been examined for the Defendant, a'cbtn- 
promise was proposed and agreed to on both sides, 
and made a rule of the Court, and the jury was 
discharged by consent without giving any verdict. 

Lancelot Shinton having subsequently refused 
to abide by the compromise, and to fulfil its terms, 
and having proceeded to bring another ejectment 
to recover possession of the lands in the Court of 
King's Bench, and obtained judgment by default 
therein, a conditional order was obtained from the 
Court of Exchequer for an attachment against him 
for his contempt of the Court in so proceeding 
under the circumstances, unless he should forth- 
with vacate the judgment. 

Lancelot Shinton, during the proceedings, was 
in so infirm a state of health that the order could 
not be served upon him in person, and in February 
1821 he died without having been served therewith, 
leaving the Defendant in error his eldest son and 
heir at law, who immediately thereupon as of 
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1829.' '< sworn and examined deposed, that in their opi- 
'' nion the said John Shinton Ball at the said time 
^'fitji " ^^^ competent to execute the said deed, and 
*< further deposed to acts and conduct of the said 
'* John Shinton Ball as evidencing his mental ca- 
*' pacity, and deposed that the said John Shinton 
'' Ball was certainly not an idiot ; and thereupon 
** the case and evidence having been closed on 
** both sides, and it having been admitted and 
** agreed by the counsel for each of the parties, 
'' that the alleged incapacity of mind of the said 
** John Shinton Ball did not arise from lunacy, 
** no evidence having been given of lunacy in 
** him, the learned Judge in his charge commented 
** and observed upon the evidence given on each' 
*' side, and told the jury, that the question for 
'' them to try was, whether the said John Shinton 
** Ball was; a person of sound mind or not ; and 
** that to constitute such unsoundness of mind, as 
*' should avoid a deed at law, the person execut- 
** ing such deed must be incapable of understand - 
*' ing and acting in the ordinary affairs of life; 
'* that it was not necessary that he should be 
** without any glimmering of reason, but that it 
** was sufficient if he was incapable of understand- 
'' ing his own ordinary concerns, and that as one 
** test of such incapacity, the jury were at liberty 
'' to consider, whether he was capable of under- 
'' standing what he did by executing the deed in 
** question when its general purport was fully ex- 
'* plained to him ; whereupon the counsel for the* 
** Defendant in the action called on the learned 
" Judge, and required him to tell and direct the 
" jury, that in order to avoid said deed at law, the 
'' unsoundness of mind of the said John Shinton 
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ON APPEALS AXD WRITS OF ERROR. 13 

^' Ball must amount to that degree of unsoundness 1B29. 
'^ which constituted idiocy according to the strict 
** legal definition of an idiot. But the learned 
** Judge refused so to tell or direct the said jury on 
** the said trial, but, on the contrary, directed 
** them as before stated; wherefore the counsel 
** for the said Defendant on bis behalf excepted 
** to the said opinion and direction of the learned 
*^ Judge on the said trial ;" and, at the request of the 
counsel for the Plaintiff in error, the learned Judge 
who presided at the trial put his seal to a bill of ex- 
ceptions to the above effect, tendered by them. 

The matter having been argued upon the ex- 
ceptions before the Court of King's Bench in 
Jreland, that Court, on the 8th February, 1825, 
overruled the exceptions, and judgment was 
thereupon entered for the Defendant in error. 

The Plaintiff in error being dissatisfied with 
this judgment of the Court of Kings Bench, 
brought his writ of error returnable in the Ex- 
chequer Chamber in Ireland, insisting ** that in 
'' the record and proceedings aforesaid, and also 
'* in the matter recited and contained in the bill 
** of exceptions, and also in giving the judgment 
** aforesaid, there is manifest error in this, to 
" wit, that the Honourable Mr. Justice Jebb, 
the learned judge before whom, and so forth, 
at and upon the trial of the issue so joined 
between the parties aforesaid, did direct and 
tell the jury so impanelled to try the issue, 
that the question for them to try was. Whether 
the said John Shinton Ball was a person of 
'' sound mind or not, and that, to constitute such 
^* unsoundness of mind as should avoid a deed 
** at law, the person executing such deed must 
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1829. ** be incapable of understanding and acting in 
** the ordinary affairs of life. That it was not 
^' ** necessary that he should be without any fflim- 
mering of reason, but that it was suflScient if 
he was incapable of understanding his own 
ordinary concerns; and that as one test of 
such incapacity, the said jury were at liberty 
** to consider whether he was capable of under- 
standing what he did by making the deed in 
question, when its general purport was gene-^ 
rally explained to him: And there is also 
error in this, to wit, that the learned Judge, 
upon the trial of the issue, did refuse to tell 
and direct the said jury, though called upon 
so to do by counsel for the said Richard Ball, 
that in order to avoid the deed so executed by 
the said John Shinton Ball at law, the un- 
** soundness of mind of the said John Shinton 
Ball must amount to that degree of unsound- 
ness of mind which constituted idiocy, accord- 
ing to the strict legal definition of an idiot. 
And there is also error in this, to wit, that by 
the record aforesaid it appears that the verdict 
aforesaid was given upon the issue for the said 
*' Patrick Mannin, whereas the verdict, by the 
*^ law of the land as to the issue, ought to have 
^' been given for the said Richard Ball," &c. 

The case was argued before the Court of Ex- 
chequer Chamber in Ireland^ upon the 15th day 
of June, 1826, when the Judges gave their 
opinions seriatim^ six of them being of opinion 
that the judgment should, and the remaining six 
that it should not be reversed ; whereupon, ac- 
cording to the practice of the Court, the judgment 
remained undisturbed and was affirmed. Richard 
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OK APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 15 

Ball then brought his writ of error returnable in 1829. 
Parliament, and assigned for errors the several 
matters on which he insisted before the Court of *'• 
Exchequer Chamber in Ireland, to which the 
said Patrick Mannin rejoined that there was no 
error. 
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For the Plaintiff in Error — Mr. Sugden and Mr. 
Swan. 

There are only four kinds of insanity known 
to the law, lunacy, idiocy, accidental loss and 
wilful deprivation of understanding.* This case 
does not fall within the two last divisions, and 
lunacy being excluded by agreement, the ques- 
tion is confined to idiocy. In the cases of drun- 
kenness and blindness, and where the question is 
as to the degree of understanding, the courts 
proceed on the ground of fraud, which is a good 
objection at law as well as in equity. There are 
oases peculiar to equity, which proceed on equi- 
table grounds t The judgment in this case seems 
to have proceeded on the principles applied in 
commissions of lunacy and in courts of equity, 
which is a different species of jurisdiction ; and 
even in those cases the jury must find that the 
person is of unsound mind, — it is not sufficient to 
£nd that he is of weak judgment and understand- 
ing, and incapable to manage his affairs, and for- 
merly commissions were not granted upon this 
ground.^ 

* Co. Liu. 24S, a. Beverley's Case, 4 Co* 124. 

f Osmond v. Fitxroy. Citiog Johnson v. Mediicoi. 3, 
P. W, 130. 

X Exp. Barnsley, 3 Atk. l68. Lord Donegal's case, 2 Ves. 
407* See Ridgway v. Darwm^ 8 Ves. 65. 
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1829. Where courts of equity make deeds void on 

the ground of weakness of understanding, it is in 
cases where there is inadequacy of price » or un- 
due influence, by parental authority or otherwise ; 
and even in such cases effect is given to such 
deeds, so far as they are providently executed.* 
If insanity were the only ground, the case 
would be sent to a court of law. If weakness of 
understanding is the ground of proceeding, it is 
only one among other ingredients which in equity 
constitute fraud. To direct a jury to consider 
whether a man is capable of understanding a deed 
is a dangerous practice, and contrary to the prac- 
tice on commissions of lunacy. 

In exp. Holmes t the jury found that the party 
was ** not competent,'' and the proceeding was 
quashed because the return was deemed insuffi- 
cient. In exp. Cranmer:{; the return was, that 
'' he was so far debilitated in his mind as to be 
'' incapable of the general management of his 
*^ affairs." This return was quashed for insuffici- 
ency: so a return in the words of the Judge's 
direction to the jury in this case would have been 
quashed. If the finding is not in the words of 
the commission, it must be in words of known 
legal import, that the party is of unsound mind. 
In Ridgway v. Darwin,^ Lord Eldon ordered 
physicians to visit a lady whom a jury had found 
not to be a lunatic, for the purpose of determining 
whether her state of mind was competent to the 

* Bennet v. Vade^ % Atk. 324. 

t Before L. C. Lyndhurst, 23d Nov, 1827; & new commissioa 
issued on the 26th November, under which the party was found 
of unsound mind. 

X l2Ve8. q. 445. 

§ 8 Ves. 6S. See Sherwood v. Sanderson^ 19 Ves» 280. 
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inanagement of her affairs, with a view to personal 1^^* 
control without a commission^ and he said that, 
although it was not a case of insanity, he thought 
himself bound to do this, if it was only made out 
that it was not fit that she should have the ma- 
nagement of her pecuniary affairs. But this is 
language unfit to be addressed to a jury, and the 
doctrine cannot be applied at law. The cases of 
supposed partial insanity* are in fact total ; — the 
proof only is partial. At law the only question 
is, whether the party is of unsound mind. Before 
the Lord Chancellor the question may be, where 
insanity is not proved, whether the protection of 
the Court is not necessary for the individual. 
There is a case now before the Lord Chancellor, 
where the party has lost his faculties by age.t 
The case of FaulderX v. Silk is no authority for 
the Defendant, it is an authority for the Plaintiff. 
There the fact of lunacy was established prior to 
the execution of the bond, and the only question 
was, whether it was executed during a lucid in«* 
terval. In this case the question of lunacy is 
excluded. The direction of the Judge was wrong, 
because it was not confined to idiocy, and be- 
cause it induced the jury to look to the whole life 
of the party who executed the deed, not precisely 
to the particular time of execution. 

In tixe case of wills, the question turns upon 
general capacity, and wills have been found void 

^ Dew w, Clarke, Addams* Ecc. Rep. 3. 79- Haggard's 
Judgm. of Sir J, Nichoi before the Delegates, 1828. Befote 
the L* C. 6d applicatioD for a commtssion of review, 1899, 
tM>t rep^. Exp. MttckeU heard before the Lord Chancellor id 
priirate. 

t Exp, Clement, still pending. 

i 3 Camp. 196, more full 1 Coll. Lun. 390. 

VOL. Ill, C 
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182^. where the testatdr would not have been found 
insane if living. The question as to deeds stands 
on different principles. That is a question between 
parties dealing for consideration, whereas in wills 
it is between representatives and voluntary donees. 

The charge of the Judge is vague, uncertain, 
and calculated to mislead the jury. If the jury 
were satisfied that the party was capable at the 
time of executing the deed, they were not at 
liberty to enter into the question whether he was 
capable of acting in the ordinary affairs of life. 
The jury should have been directed to inquire, 
whether he understood the act, and to go no 
farther. They were directed to try a question 
not before them. His general conduct was not a 
question at issue. He might have been prodigal, 
and apparently incapable of acting in ordinary 
affairs, yet not insane, and incapable of under- 
standing and executing the deed in question. 
The great objection to the Judge's direction is, 
that the capacity to do the act is not put as the 
real criterion and distinct matter in issue, but only 
as one test to shew the soundness of his mind as to 
all the acts of his life. So that upon a question 
of purchase, no man could act safely without in- 
quiring as to the whole conduct in a vendor's life. 
The question upon a direction to a jury, and the 
influence which it may have, is very different from 
the opinion of a judge, on a point of law. The 
direction is wrong both in what is directed and 
what is omitted. 

For the Defendants in error. — The Solicitor 
General and Mr. Jervis. 

This case has been argued as if it were an ap- 
plication to the Court for a new trial, upon the 
ground of a general misdirection, whereas the 
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question is upon specifics exceptions. The sta- 1829. 
tute* provides, ** that the judgment shall be given 
^^ according to the exceptions as allowed or dis- <"- 

^' allowed." It was the object of the statute that 
the trial of the Judgls should be limited to the 
precise exception. If new exceptions are to be 
argued, the Judge is treated unfairly. It has been 
decided, that a party is not at liberty to go into 
the general question.^ If the matter is on the 
record as a bad declaration, the whole record 
being before the Court, it might be questioned. 
The question here ^as limited to the objection, 
that the Judge refused to direct the jury that in 
in order to avoid the deed, the unsoundness of 
mind must amount to that degree which consti- 
tuted idiocy. This raised the question, whether 
any incapacity short of idiocy could avoid a deed 
at law. But with this is now mixed up another 
part of the Judge's address to the jury, which 
should have been made the subject of exception, 
if the pa]:ties intended to avail themselves of any 
objection to it. The point was hardly raised in 
the argument of the case below, and, in fact, was 
not open for discussion even as to this point. 
The question put by the Judge is in substance 
whether the party was capable of understanding 
the deed which he executed, not merely as to the 
general propriety of his conduct. 

The letter of the writ, in a commission of lunacy, 
requires the jury to inquire whether the party is 
lonatic or idiot, but now that form is disregarded, 
and it is held sufficient to find the party of unsound 
mind. Why should not a similar change be ad- 
mitted in the practice at law. 

* W. 2, 13 Ed. 1. t Warre v. Milier, 4 B. and C. 53S. 

C 2 



BALL 
MANNIN. 



20 CASES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1^^. Other rules of law have undergone equal alter- 

ation. The rule as to access on a question of 
legitimacy. The rule that a man cannot stultify 
himself.* So drunkenness is a good evidence on 
a plea of non est factum and delivery, as an escrow 
may be given in evidence on the same plea. The 
real question is, whether the party is capable of 
understanding the deed he executes. The dis- 
tinction between deeds and wills is not admitted. 
The question upon a will is, whether the testator 
has a mind capable of disposing of his property. 
The question upon a deed is substantially the 
same, and juries are always so directed in the case 
of deeds. The question in Faulder v. Tilt was 
the same as this. The direction was there given 
with a greater latitude, and the inquisition was 
held to be evidence. 



Lord Tenterden. — In forming an opinion upon 
this case, the House can only look to the bill of 
exceptions to ascertain the facts and questions for 
decision. Facts not there to be found must be 
wholly disregarded. Before I enter upon the 
substance of the question, it is right to advert to 
a topic so strenuously urged by the counsel for 
the Plaintiff in error, that six of the Judges were 
of opinion that the direction was calculated to 
mislead the jury. That is an argument which 
cannot prevail in this House. If all the Judges 
of Ireland were of one opinion upon this subject, 
and the House had entertained a different opinion, 
it would have been their bounden duty to act 
upon their own opinion. A court of error ought 

* 2 Stra, citing Thompson v. Smarts 2 Ventr. See Sridgman 
T. Holt, Shower's P. C. Thomson v. Leath, 12 Mod. 173. 
SM. 427, 675 . See Lord Raym/ond, 313. Comb. 45. 



BALL 

V. 

MANMIN. 



ON APPEALS AND WRITS OK £RROU. 21 

not to be influenced by the judgment of those 1829. 

from whose decision the appeal is brought. (Here 

the noble Lord statedttae substance of the record.) ^ j; 

The question arising out of this record is, whe- 
ther the Judge's direction to the jury was correct. 

It was argued by the counsel that the party 
was not a lunatic, — that is, that he was not at one 
time of sound mind and at another time unsound ; 
but whatever the state of mind might be, that it 
was not temporaryjbut permanent. The Judge told 
the jury that the question was, whether the party 
was of sound mind or not, — and that mode of 
stating the question was quite correct. He then 
proceeded to give a definition, '' That to consti- 
'' tute such unsoundness as should avoid a deed 
'' at law, the party executing such deed must be 
*' incapable of understanding and acting in the 
** ordinary affairs of life." In' that, perhaps, he 
went too far. The Judge then directed the jury 
that ** It was not necessary he should be without 
*' any glimmering of reason ; and as one test of 
•* such incapacity, they were at liberty to consi- 
*' der whether he was capable of understanding 
'* what he did by executing the deed in question, 
*' when its general purport was fully explained 
'' to him." 

The counsel for the Defendant then required 
the Judge to tell the jury, that in order to avoid 
the deed at law, the unsoundness of mind must 
amount to idiocy, according to the strict legal 
definition of an idiot ; and this being refused, the 
bill of exceptions was tendered and sealed. 

It is impossible to read this record without see- 
ing that the point of the objection is this, and 
this only, — that it was erroneous to direct the jury 
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1829* to make any other enquiry than this, whether the 
party was an idiot. If the Judge ought so to 
have directed, the directioji given was erroneous : 
but it is impossible so to contend. The jury 
were in substance directed to enquire whether the 
party was of unsound mind ; and I find that the 
Lord Chancellor, according to the authorities, has 
held that a finding in these terms is sufficient. 

As to the strict legal definition, I find in an old 
book on this subject^ that if a person is capable 
of learning the alphabet he is not within the legal 
definition of idiocy ; yet it )s impossible to hold 
that persons no fiirther qualified are capable of 
executing a deed. The question at law is, whe- 
ther, in substance, there is such capacity of exe- 
cution; and, in efiect, the Judge in this case 
so put the question to the jury, when he told 
them that the question was, whether the party 
was of sound mind or not, and directed them to 
consider whether he was capable of understand- 
ing the deed when explained. 

The observation as to the glimmering, will not 
make the whole direction erroneous, nor was it 
irregular or improper when considered in con- 
nexion with the other parts of the direction to 
the jury. In my opinion it was right. 

The objection that the direction was too vague, 
indefinite, or general, cannot be taken upon this 
record. Counsel intending to raise such objec- 
tion, should call upon the Judge to give more spe- 
cific direction, that he may have the opportunity 
of correcting his error. 

Lord Plunket. — I concur in the proposed judg- 
ment; it is unnecessary to assign the reasons. 
3ut as to the ambiguity of the direction, if that 
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is to be made a ground of objection, it should be 1829. 
distinctly stated to the Judge at the time, and put ^"^^^ 
on the record. The ambiguity of the direction «'• 
would then be a question for the consideration of 
the Court of error. 



Judgment affirmed. 
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IRELAND. 



(court of exchequer.) 






John O'Neill, Esq. - - Appellant. 

The Right Honourable James n 
Fitzgerald, James Burke,/ ^ 
and the Governor and Com- f Respondents. 

PANT of the Bank of Ireland j 



By the stat. S3 and 24th Geo. III. of the ParliameDt of Ire- 
land, for Securing the monies of suitors of the Courts of 
Chancery and Exchequer, by depositing the same in the 
National Bank, which provides for the appointment of an 
Accountant-General for the Court of Exchequer, it is enacted 
that *' So long as he observes the rules thereby, or by the 
Court to be prescribed, he shall not be answerable for any 
monies which he shall not actually receive, but that the 
** Bank shall be answerable for all monies deposited with 
** them; *' and regulations for the transfer of stock are speci- 
fied in the act. 

Under this act A. was appointed Accountant^General of the 
Court of Exchequer, in the year 1796. 

In the year 1810, A. executed a power of attorney, authorising 
S. B. his chief clerk, to make transfers in the Bank books of 
any stock, of which A. should first have executed a transfer 
draft under his hand, on check paper, pursuant to the ordera 
of the Court. This power was deposited at the transfer office 
at the Bank. 

Under this power S. B. producing a certificate or transfer draft, 
purporting to be signed by A.9 but in fact forged, and in 
several respects not conformable to the particulars required 
by the power and the statutory regulations, obtained a transfer 
of stock from one cause to another, for the purpose of sup* 
plying deficiences in the stock in the latter cause, which had 
been caused by transfers under certificates formerly forged by 
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S, B. Upon the discovery of this transfer from the first to 1829. 
the second caose, two creditors in the first cause, who had 
proved their debts^ made a motion in the cause, calling upon 
A. to refviod the stock transferred; which, after hearing fitzobkalo. 
affidavits of the Appellant and the Bank of Ireland, was 
ordered by the Conrt. Upon appeal against this order, it 
was questioned whether the Court of Exchequer had juris- 
diction to make such order by a summary proceeding, not in 
a cause, and whether the House of Lords bad jurisdiction to 
entertain such appeal. But eveutually the order was reversed. 



JL HE Appellant was Accountant-General of the 
Court of Exchequer in Ireland. 

In the year 1810 he executed a power of attor- 
ney, by which he appointed Sampson Browne 
the chief clerk in his oflSce, his attorney, for him 
and in his name to transfer, in the books of the 
Bank of Ireland, all government and other stock 
of every kind, which should be in the Bank on 
his account, as Accountant-General of the Court, 
and which the Appellant should, by draft under 
his hand, written on cheque paper, (as usual in 
his drafts as Accountant- General on the Bank) 
transfer, pursuant to the order of the Court : And 
the Appellant, by the power of attorney, autho- 
rised and empowered Sampson Browne, in the 
Appellant's name, to do all acts required by the 
forms of proceeding in the Bank, which should 
be necessary for completing the transfer of such 
stock in the books of the Bank, as the Appellant 
should, by such draft under his hand, transfer ; 
and thereby ratifying all such lawful acts as Samp- 
son Browne should do, for the purpose of carrying 
such transfer, as the Appellant should so execute, 
into full and complete effect. 
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1829. The cheque paper, mentioned in the power of 

attorney, was paper having on it an impression in 
.«*,« copper-plate, with blanks for names, dates, and 
sums, to be filled according to each occasion, so 
as to make a certificate that the writer had trans- 
ferred certain stock as therein stated. 

This power of attorney^ thns restricted, was 
deposited in the Bank. 

Sampson Browne, on the 16tJi December, 1818, 
produced at the Bank a certificate, bearing date 
the 14th of that month, entitled, in two causes 
then depending in the Court of Exchequer, viz. 
Blakeney and others against Annesley and others, 
and Hickey against Fitzmaurice and others^ The 
certificate was in the words and figures following : 

December 14th, 1818. 
Blakeney and others a. Annesley and others. 
Hickie a. Fitzmaurice and others. 

Pursuant to order, dated 7th December, 1818, 
I do hereby transfer from the credit of the first 
cause to the credit of the second cause. Govern- 
ment stock at five per cent, to the amount of one 
thousand nine hundred and twenty pounds, two 
shillings, and one penny, which place to my ac- 
count ia said second cause. 



■•i.— ■^^'-•— — •** 



£1920 2.1 5 per cent. Gov. stock. 



John O'Neill, 
Joseph Macartney, 
To the Governor and Company 
of the Bank of Ireland. 

This certificate was written on plain paper, and 
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the whole of the writing on it, except the name 1^29. 

Joseph Macartney, was that of Sampson Browne. ^^^^^ 

After the certificate had been examined and ^* 

riTZGBRAJ«D, 

passed by the proper officers of the Bank of Ire- 
land, the transfer was immediately completed. 

At the time when the certificate was brought to 
the Bank, the balance of 5 per cent, stock to the 
credit of the cause of Hickie t;. Fitzmaurice, was 
1549/. 2s. 3d., and the sum of 1920A 2s. Id. 
having been added to the sum of 1549/. 2«. 3d. 
5 per cent, stock, by oieans of the transfer, the 
balance of 5 per cent, stock to the credit of the 
cause then amounted to 3469/. 4s. Ad. 

Afterwards, on the same day, Sampson Browne 
produced at the Bank another certificatei which 
was in the words and figures following : 



Hickie ^ 

/To the Gov', and C\ of the Bank of 

/ Ireland. 

J *u 1 Accountant-General's Office, 
and others. ^ 



JN THE COURT OF EXCHEQUER. 

5 per cent. Gov. stock. 



I No. 1241. £3082 10 10 

s. — — — — 

^ Pursuant to an order* dated the 9th Decem- 
^ ber, 1818, I do hereby transfer to Harman 
o Fitzmaurice, or James Fitzmaurice, his attor- 
PS ney, government stock at 5 per cent, to the 
p amount of three thousand and eighty-two 
pounds, ten shillings, and ten pence^ which 
place to my account in the above cause. 



u 
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1829. Provided that» if this draft be not paid within 

^TXirf one month after date, the same shall be void. 
^- Joseph Macartney. John 0*Neill, 

FITZGBHALD. 

Dec. 16th, Accomptant-General of the 

1818 eighteen. Court of Exchequer. 

This certificate was on the cheque paper, and 
the whole of the writing at foot thereof was of the 
hand-writing of the Appellant. 

On the production of this certificate, the trans- 
fer mentioned in it was immediately completed, 
the fund being then suflScient for that purpose, by 
reason of the preceding transfer to that cause. 

On the 10th of February, 1820, a notice, enti- 
tled, in the cause of Blakeney and others against 
Annesley and others, was served on the Respon- 
dents, the Grovemor and Company of the Bank of 
Ireland, on behalf of the Right Honourable James 
Fitzgerald and Jane Bourke, creditors under a 
decree made in the cause, of an application in- 
tended to be made to the Court of Exchequer 
to oblige the Appellant to replace the sum of 
1920/. Is. Id. government stock; and that the 
Directors of the Bank should permit an inspection 
of their books and other documents relating to 
the account in the cause, or furnish a copy of the 
account to the attorney of the said creditors. In 
support of this application, affidavits were filed by 
the solicitor of the applicants, and by the Ac- 
countant-General of the Bank. 

On the 15th of February, 1820, the Court of 
Exchequer made an order that the Bank should 
allow the parties to inspect the books and docu- 
ments relating to the account, or furnish a copy 
of it ; and that the Accountant-Geueral should 



ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 29 

replace the said stock and the interest thereon, un- 1839. 
less cause should be shewn in four days after ser- ovIill 
vice of the order. *• 

VIT2GBRA&D. 

The Appellant made an affidavit, stating that 
the document of transfer was a forgery, and the 
transfer made without authority, and contrary to 
the form in which he was accustomed to make 
transfer drafts. 

On the 22d of February, 1820, the Appellant's 
affidavit having raised a question in which the 
Bank might be concerned, the Court, to give 
them an opportunity of laying the facts, on their 
part, before the Court, by affidavit, ordered that 
the motion should stand over till the Saturday 
following (February 26th.) 

On the 25th of February, 1820, an affidavit was 
made by Mr. Brabazon Stafford, the transfer offi*- 
cer of the Bank of Ireland, stating the power of 
attorney, the course of business, the transfers of 
the 1920/. 2s. Id., and of the 3082/. lOs. lOd., the 
state of the account in the cause of Hickie against 
Fitzmaurice, and a transfer by the Appellant in 
December, 1819, some former transfers of the 
sam^ kind which had been acted on by the Appel« 
lant, and the transfer then in question ; insisting, 
that from the whole it was manifest, that the course 
of business, in such cases, was authorized by the 
Appellant, and that the particular transfer in 
question was known to him ; and that, by so act- 
ing on it, he had deprived the Bank of the power 
of transferring back the stock in question ; had 
affirmed the act of his clerk, if defective before, 
and had discharged the Bank from all responsibi* 
Iky thereon. 

On the 26th of February, 1820, the Court, oif 
the application of Appellant, ordered that the 
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1^^. not a party in the cause. There was no motion 
^^"^^"^ that the Bank should replace the stock, nor in the 
V' alternative that the Bank or the Accountant- 
General should replace it. They were ordered 
to produce their books, and having complied with 
that order, how could they be made parties ? It 
being admitted that the Appellant in this pro- 
ceeding does not seek to make them liable, how 
is it that they are brought here ? 

With respect to the injury to the parties in one 
way, the Court might have redressed it. If a sum 
of money, by means of a forged instrument, is 
transferred from one cause to another, the Court 
might order it to be re-transferred. 

If the Accountant-General is an oflScer of the 
Court, they may have jurisdiction; if not, they 
have none. The order is a nullity, and how can 
it be the subject of appeal ? 

If at all the subject of appeal, it must be so as 
between the Accountant-General and the persons 
who applied for the order. If they are made par- 
ties, how can the Bank of Ireland be brought in? 

If a short order cannot be made, but the pro- 
ceeding must be by suit, for what purpose should 
we send it to a re-hearing in the Court of Exche- 
quer, where they can make no order ? How are 
the Bank parties ? On notice from you they ap- 
pear, being mere affidavit-men. You cannot sum- 
mon witnesses to appear as parties. The order 
is upon the Accountant-General to re-place the 
stock, and then, upon the supposition that he 
might be unable to do so, a power is reserved to 
the creditors to make such application as they 
may be advised. How do the counsel for the 
Appellant shew that the Bank of IrelaQjd are par- 
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ties ? It is said to have been treated in the Court 1829. 
below as an interpleading suit. It was an appli- 
cation of creditors in a suit to have money re- ^ «• 
placed. An order was made for that purpose on 
the Accountant-General. If he is an officer of the 
Court, there might be jurisdiction ; if not, then 
the question is, by what right the j urisdiction was 
exercised ? If this was a case in which there was 
no jurisdiction, and the House entertains an ap- 
pealy the consequence may be, that all orders in 
the Courts of Chancery and Exchequer may be 
brought here by appeal. If there is no redress 
here, there may be elsewhere, but it is not our 
duty to tell the parties what other Courts have 
jurisdiction. 

The question as to the jurisdiction of this House 
must first be argued. The petition of appeal asks 
that the Bank of Ireland may answer* Suppose 
the Accountant-General to be civilly responsible, 
and an action brought against him, if the Plain- 
tiff in the action had failed to obtain a verdict, 
could the Court of Exchequer have then made 
an order upon him in this summary way, without 
suit? It is clearly made upon him now as an 
officer of the Court. The Appellants may con- 
sider whether they will proceed to argue the ques- 
tion of jurisdiction. In the mean time the order 
is not to be drawn up. If they proceed no far- 
ther, the Bank of Ireland must have their costs. 

Lord Redesdak. — ^The Act of Parliament makes 
the Bank liable in case the Accountant-General 
observes the directions of the Act. But this is a 
summary proceeding ; I doubt whether it is a 
fiubject of appeal. 

If thisiiad been the fraud of an attorney of the 

HOU III. D 
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1829. Court, and they had ordered him to re«pkce the 
stock, is there a jurisdiction in this House to en- 
1\.,^ tertain an appeal? It is a very important ques* 
tion, and might open the door to a flood of appeals. 
Suppose this had happened in a Court of Law, 
could any application have been made? The 
jurisdiction, I believe, was formerly much more 
extensive than it has been exercised now for many 
centuries. There is no precedent of appeal upon 
any summary order of this kind. It was much 
debated formerly, whether orders in the matter of 
appointing guardians could be the subject of ap- 
peal. There is a general notion that the jurisdic- 
tion now exercised by the House of Lords, be- 
longed to and was derived from the ancient Parlia- 
ment. They certainly exercised a much larger 
jurisdiction. I find in the rolls of Parliament, that 
the Commons contended that the appeal ought to 
be to the whole Parliament, but this happens to 
be in contradiction to the disclaimer of the Com- 
mons in the reign of Henry the Fourth. 

In the case of Gibson, an attorney, who forged 
a certificate, the indictment was laid with intent 
to defraud the Bank of England. There was no 
application to the Court of Chancery in that case. 
According to the case made by Mr. O'Neill, there 
is no forgery as to him; for he says he is not 
answerable. It is, therefore, a fraud or forgery 
with intent to defraud the Bank of Ireland, or 
parties, it does not appear which. There was a 
power to Browne which might affect the question 
of forgery. There is a difference between the Irish 
and the English acts upon this subject. Here 
the order itself is required to be produced at the. 
Bank. Supposing the Bank of Ireland <iot to be 
parties responsible in this proceeding, the difficult 
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questkm is, to know how to dispose of the matter 1829. 
as between the Appellant and the other parties. 

If there is no jurisdiction in this House to give ^. 

redress upon appeal^ and the Court of Exchequer 
in Ireland should proceed by attachment against 
Mr. 0*NeilU for disobedience <^ the order which 
is now the subject of appeal^ then« upon a writ 
of habeas corpus, or an action for false imprison- 
ment, the question as to the jurisdiction of that 
Court would be raised. 

As far as the House is concerned there are two 
questions: first, whether we have jurisdiction as 
to the Bank of Ireland ; secondly, as to the other 
parties. As to the latter, it is material to con- 
sider on what ground the Court of Exchequer 
could make the order. Probably only upon the 
ground that the Accountsmt-General is an officer 
of the Court, subject to its summary jurisdiction. 
If so, this would be a precedent applicable to 
every case where an Attorney or other officer of 
the Court was censured. Every such case would 
be the subject of appeal to the House of Lords. 



The case was again brought before the House 
in 182fi. 

For the Appellant — Mr. Hart and Mr. ShadwelL 

Mr. Hart. — The first question arising is this^ 
was the order in itself an extra judicial order, 
such as it was not within the competence of that 
Court to have pronounced against such an officer ; 
and, in the next place, if it was not an extra judi- 
cial order, such as it was not competent to the 
Court to pronounce, then whether it was not erro- 
neous. 

By the principles of the law of this country^ 

x> 2 
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1829. no subject of property can be finally decided 
without ultimate recourse to the protection of the 
«*f n superior judgment of the House of Lords, in re- 
viewing those decisions which are fit subjects of 
appeal, and the present appeal was therefore pre- 
sented to your Lordships. As I understand the 
case, the consequence of that appeal was to bring 
to your Lordships' view two points : first, whether 
the Court below exceeded the limits of its juris- 
diction — if it did, then whether the House of Lords 
IS not a proper tribunal to bring that Court to a 
sense of its diity, in keeping within the limits of 
its jurisdiction; or if not, whether the subjects of 
this country are in this dilemma — that although in 
causes depending between suitors upon subjects of 
property, where a Court acts, and acts judicially 
in the decision of rights, there is, in every case, 
an appeal to your Lordships to review the judg- 
ment; yet, if the Court thinks fit to travel beyond 
its jurisdiction — to exceed the proper bounds 
which the constitution and law of the country 
have prescribed — that neither your Lordships have 
a right to rescind orders so pronounced, nor 
any other tribunal that we are aware of, or of 
which we have been able to acquire any informa- 
tion from the learning of those who have looked 
into the subject. 

It has been urged, that this House does not 
originate causes — that your Lordships only exer- 
cise jurisdiction upon the ground of appeal from 
some inferior tribunal — that in cases where there 
is no suit depending, your Lordships can take no 
notice of any injuries inflicted upon rights of per- 
son or property, however grievous they may be- 
in other words, that your Lordships will not per- 
mit your House to be occupied by original com- 
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plaints, but only to review those grave and solemn 1^9. 
decisions, which it shall be considered as fit for 
the wisdom of a superior tribunal to set right ^* 
when complained of. I admit that to be the case, 
and that in no instance where rights of property 
are infringed, can the party whose rights are thus 
affected, come originally before your Lordships. 
The case must go through the ordinary tribunals 
in the first instance, and those who have ground 
of complaint against the decisions of those tribu- 
nals, must come by appeal to the House; the 
rights of property between suitors cannot in any 
case, by any process or course of proceedings, 
which the Courts in this country admit, be so 
finally concluded as not to come under revision of 
your Lordships' judgment; but then a question 
arises whether your Lordships, who exercise a 
control over the judgments of the Courts below 
in rectifying erroneous judgments, are precluded 
firom looking into the grounds of those judgments, 
to see whether those Courts have travelled beyond 
the authority which the King, who constituted 
them, intended to vest in them for the distribution 
of justice among his subjects. 

If complaints on this subject were of frequent 
occurrence, we should probably have some prece- 
dent on subjects of the kind, enabling us to see 
how, when Courts of Justice in this country, I 
mean the Superior Courts of Justice, travel be- 
yond the line of duty prescribed to them by the 
law of the country, that transgression is to be cor- 
rected. That there must be some mode of doing 
it no one can doubt ; one would not attribute such 
an anomaly to the law of England, as to suppose 
that a regular judgment between parties is always 



^ 



38 CASES IN THE HQVSE OF LORDS 

1829. subject to review by your Lordships, as a tribunal 
^^^^^ of appeal, and yet that the misconduct, the mis- 
«• takes, and the errors of judgment, in Courts 
below, in deciding that which they had no autho* 
rity to decide, is of a description not to come 
either within the limits of your Lordships' autho- 
rity, or the cognizance of any other known autho- 
rity in this country. That would be an anomaly, 
an absurdity which no man could impute to the 
system of English law. There is that species of 
regular gradation of authority in this country, 
that every inferior Court has a superior tribunal 
to correct its errors, of whatever description those 
errors may be, in a regular gradation, until they 
travel up to your Lordships' House, and here, as 
there must be in every established Government, 
they find an ultimate judicature. The King, who 
is the fountain of justice to all his subjects, acts, 
in distributing that justice ultimately through the 
judgment of the House of Lords, in all decisions 
upon rights of property, and your Lordships have 
the jurisdiction tp control the Superior Courts 
within the limits of their authority, as those Courts 
have to control the inferior Courts of Justice, 
who have peculiar jurisdictions. 

The Ecclesiastical and the Maritime Courts o( 
this country are as much a component part of the 
judicial establishment of the Kingdom, are as much 
vital institutions, original in themselves, as the 
Court of Chancery or the Court of King's Bench ; 
but they are, by the policy of the law, placed 
in a degree of subordination to other Courts, 
and as their jurisdictions are peculiar and li- 
mited, confiped to the cognizance of ^certain 
species of causes, whenever they travel beyond 
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those limits which the law has prescribed to them 1829. 
as the extent of their jurisdiction, the Court of '^I^^^ 
Kinof's Bench, or the Court of Chancery, as *• 
occasion may be, issues a prohibition, and stops 
them, by telling them that they have erred in 
taking cognizance of such subjects. Now as 
when the Spiritual and Maritime Courts exceed 
their authority, the constitution has provided a 
superintending control to recal them within the 
limits of their jurisdictioii, is it not a neces- 
sary consequence in prihciple, that where those 
Courts, which are Courts liable to be appealed 
frodi in the decision of rights, by mistake, or from 
any other motive, go beyond the limits of their 
authority, in taking cognizance of subjects which 
are not within their cognizance, there must be 
inherent in the law of this country some tribunal 
to which the subject may resort, to have them 
brought within the limits of their duty. If there 
be no such tribunal the dilemma must arise, that 
a subject of this realm, however aggrieved and 
oppressed by extra judicial acts, may have no re- 
medy : unless it be said that the law places a 
remedy in his own hands, that is, that whenever 
a Court of Justice acting in a matter not within 
its jurisdiction, thinks fit to affect the person or 
the property of the subject, inasmuch as such acts 
may be considered as acts coram nonjudice, the 
subject is entitled to resist manu fortu Unless it 
be argued that such is the remedy which the law 
prescribes, I have not been able to find any other 
mode by which such an error can be controlled 
and corrected, except by recourse to this House. 
We know that within almost the memory of 
man, the jurisdiction of your Lordships, as an 
appellate jurisdiction, has been the subject of 



O NBILL 

V. 

FITSMBRALO. 



40 CASES IK THE HOUSE 0¥ LORDS 

1829. question and of dispute. When appeals from the 
Court of Chancery were first brought here, com- 
^' plaints were made to the House of Commons, 
and the House of Commons pretended to exclude 
the interposition of your Lordships in reviewing 
orders of the Court of Chancery, upon the ground 
that it was affecting the property of the subject, 
and they assumed the right, not to control your 
Lordships directly in taking such cognizance, but 
they assumed the right of imprisoning those who 
should presume to execute your Lordships' orders. 
They went further, and assumed the right of im- 
prisoning those members who should think fit to 
resort to your Lord&hips to review judgments be- 
tween commoners of the realm decided in the 
Court of Chancery. The Commons, at that^e- 
riod when their own authority was not very great, 
might be willing to arrogate a little more, and 
the other party be willing to concede a little less 
as to the authority of this House. I have not 
been able to find, supposing the Commons of 
England had carried their point in excluding your 
Lordships' jurisdiction in cases of appeals from 
the Court of Chancery, how they would act 
where one of the suitors happened to be a com- 
moner and the other happened to be a peer of 
the realm. But the subject was at last settled in 
a way, the benefit of which has resulted to all the 
owners of property in the realm. 

Your are here for the purpose of hearing ap« 
peals, as well as for the purpose of assisting 
the King in his great council of the nation, 
and there must be in your Lordships the right 
to control the King's Courts, because you sit 
here under the direct authority of his Majesty, 
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to review those judgments which in his personal 1S29. 
capacity he was incapable of reviewing, but which ^'^^^ 
in his political capacity it was his duty to have 
reviewed. That being settled, it seemed to me 
to follow as a necessary consequence, where your 
Lordships have jurisdiction in appeals from deci- 
sions between A. and B. contesting rights of pro- 
perty in a cause, that if that Court whose decision 
was subject to review and appeal before your 
Lordships, thought fit to step aside from the parties 
and to make an order upon a subject affecting his 
property, that must fall to be considered also as 
subject to appeal, being an excess of authority. 
It would be very desirable to ascertain what other 
tribunal could take cognizance of such an excess 
of jtf|isdiction. Although I have understood that 
the limits were not very accurately defined in for- 
mer days, that the King, sometimes in Parliament, 
sometimes by his Privy Council, sometimes by 
portions of that Privy Council, authorized by 
commissions to act concurrently, and at other 
times by your Lordships alone, determined on 
matters of appeal ; yet, looking at those views of 
the case which are now presented to us, the pre- 
sent alternative only is this, that either your 
Lordships or the Privy Council must have juris- 
diction upon the subject, or that it is the fact 
that suitors and individual subjects of his Majesty 
throughout the kingdom, may be aggrieved to any 
conceivable extent, and yet not have any remedy 
against that grievance. 

No man will presume in the existing state of 
our constitution, to say that a petition to the King 
alone could be attended to, for the purpose of 
looking into subjects of that description ; no man 
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18^. will suppose that his Majesty could act in any 
other way than through one or other of the great 
councils, namely, your Lordships, as the first and 
the most important of those great councils, or the 
Privy Council, who is to advise him as to the ge- 
neral affairs of the kingdom. As to the liiliits of 
distinction between these two great and supreme 
tribunals, whose judgments are not.subject to be 
reviewed, but constitute the law of the country 
as conclusively as if a statute had been passed 
upon the subject, (I do not say makes the law, 
but is declaratory of what the law is,) your 
Lordships are the King's council for regulating 
and controlling those legal decisions respecting 
rights of property that occur between the King'i^ 
subjects within the limits of the kingdom of 
England; and the office of the Privy Council; 
as far as it goes, is to regulate the rights of pro- 
perty that are referable to those foreign dependen- 
cies, and those other questions of judicature that 
do not come within the ordinary control of the 
King's Courts of Justice, and which must be ul- 
timately decided where judgments are erroneous, 
or where Courts travel beyond their jurisdiction. 
It would be a singular state of absurdity in the 
law of England, that if the Court of Chancery, 
between two individual suitors, were to make a 
decision which is subject to appeal, they may 
come to your Lordships to rectify it, because 
an order is made between A. and B., the suitors 
in the Court ; but if the Court pronouncing an 
order in that cause, think fit to direct that a third 
person, not a party to the cause, shall pay the 
whole amount of the demand from the one to the 
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€tber» or to make an order which will subject 1829. 
that individual to imprisonment, your liordships' ^t^^^ 
^ands are tied from setting that right, merely be- 
cause the individual whose rights of property, 
and the freedom of whose person, is affected by 
9uch an order is not a party named in the suit ; that 
your Lordships must say, here ^e are in a state 
of imbecility I we can give no relief; true it is 
that order is made in a court of competent judi- 
cature; it has all the colour of being a judicial 
order, and if it were a judicial order deciding the 
rights of property of individuals in the cause, we 
could correct that which is erroneous ; but as the 
Court has thought fit not to decide between the 
individual parties as to the rights of a party, but 
has made an order that a third person shall pay 
the whole subject in demand, that being the case, 
the subject must either submit to pay the sum so 
awarded against him, or find out, God knows 
where, some other tribunal to do him right upon 
that subject. 

Let the Courts act as erroneously as they 
please ; and for the purpose of this argument, 
I may suppose the Court of Justice below to 
act from the most corrupt motives that can be at- 
tributed to persons acting in a judicial character, 
I will suppose the judge to be intending to benefit 
himself, and to make an order against an innocent 
third person to pay a sum of money, which, in 
circuity must otherwise have come out of his own 
pocket, I may be told that with respect to such 
nefarious conduct the law is open to impeach a 
Judge who so acts, that he may be proceeded 
against criminally ; but, my Lords, what answer 
is that to the innocent subject, who wants not to 
vindicate the Justice of the country at large at his 
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18S^. own expense, and at the loss of all that he possesses 
in the world, but who simply desires to be restored 
to that state of quiet possession of his rights, 
which, without the unjust intervention of a Court 
of Justice he would not have been deprived of. 
We know that the law is open wherever violated, 
and however high the subject who dares to violate 
it, to the vindication of right by criminal proceed- 
ing ; but that is not concurrently with the title of 
the individual whose rights of property are in- 
fringed, by resisting that infringement by the or- 
dinary legal modes. If this order was extrajudicial 
on the part of the Court below, I shall hardly be 
told that such a case is not subject to a revision 
by your Lordship, but was a void and null act, 
which a subject may resist tnanu farti; I shall 
hardly be told that the law of England, in this 
state of civilized society, puts any subject, of any 
condition, under the obligation of raising com- 
motion in the country and resisting by force. If it 
appears to be a regular order of a Court of Justice, 
I shall hardly be told, if I understand it rightly, 
that the law of the country looks not to so impor- 
tant a condition as that of preserving the peace 
of the community, and omits to provide that in 
no case shall the subject be under the necessity of 
protecting himself against the violation of his 
person or his property by his own hand, or by the 
assistance of his friends, but that in all cases 
where they are violated he shall have redress by 
legal means, pointed out to him by the law. 

If that be the case, I apprehend that those legal 
means must be by application to this tribunal in 
the nature of appeal, to be entitled undoubtedly 
in a cause in which the order aggrieving the 
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subject has been pronounced, and which your 1829. 
Lordships will take cognizance of as an existing ^JJ[^|^ 
cause, to see whether any order has been made in *- 
that cause which the law of the country does not 
sanction. 

Looking upon this case therefore as if it were 
new, as if your Lordships were for the first time 
to assume, or to repudiate a jurisdiction upon the 
subject, I submit to your consideration, whether 
you would not necessarily make a precedent. 
All cases that depend upon precedent, must at 
some time have existed in a condition in which 
the precedent was to originate, and in the absence 
of all precedents in Courts of Justice, you only 
look at the reason, at the fitness and the principle 
of the jurisdiction proposed to be exercised, and 
doing so you make the precedent, because no 
record of any anterior proceeding exists ; but in 
making a precedent, the Court does not make the 
law upon the subject, but declares by the pre- 
cedent, that that which they are doing is inherent 
in the constitutional law of the country, and if 
the occasion has never before arisen, which re- 
quired the Court to make such an order, it then 
becomes fit Hiat sm order should be made, not 
only to prevail in the instance of the existing case, 
but to guide the judgment of all future Courts in 
similar subjects. If this appeal were totally des- 
titute of precedent, I should with great confidence 
submit to your Lordships such would be the 
principle on which the House would act. It 
being admitted that in an order regularly made 
between suitors in a cause, it is universally sub- 
ject to review by appeal to this House, I should 
contend that a fortiori whenever the Court goes 
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1829. beyond its jurisdiction and affects lliird persons^ 

^^IJI^ they have a right to seek refuge at your Lord- 

V. ships* bar, to see whether such an order was or 

PiTsoBBALiK ^^ ^^^ ^ ^^^^ ordcr. There may be two grounds 

on which you may decide a case so presented^ 
the first is, that the order is irregular — is extra 
judicial, that it seeks to attach and affect the person 
and the property of a subject who is not a party 
to the suit, that the Court therefore had no right to 
make such an order, and upon that ground you 
would rescind it, leaving those who obtain the 
order to pursue the regular course, whatever that 
might be, to attain the same end which such 
extra judicial order was intended to produce. If 
it be supposed that the order was not extra ju- 
diciaU would you not hold as an appellate juris- 
diction, that as the making of that order was 
within the competency of the Court, that it must 
be equally within your competency as a Court of 
Appeal, to review that order. It cannot be an 
order legitimately made by the Court below, but 
by an irresistible inference it must be subject to 
the judgment of your Lordships. 

I have been contented to take this, as a case in 
which the Court below had jurisdiction to pro- 
nounce the order, if in justice it was fit to be 
pronounced ; but taking it to be so, it is compe- 
tent to me to shew, that according to the facts of 
the case, this was not an order fit to be made, 
that the Court which made the order erred in its. 
judgment, mistook the law, did not properly view 
the facts upon which it ought to proceed. I am 
only desirous to go into that case, if you think 
fit, to satisfy you that there never was pro- 
nounced in any Court, an order so deeply er-. 
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roneous as this is» when you look at all the facts 1829. 
of the case* 

The Lord Ckmicdlor. — In the discussion of this 
case you have a right to assume that the order was 
as wrong as it possibly can be. The first question 
for the House to decide, is, whether it has juris- 
diction, supposing it should be so? We had 
something of the same nature this morning. 

Mr. Hart. — I am apprised of that case,* and I 
apprehend there is no case more dissimilar in 
principle than that which we take leave to pre- 
sent to your Lordships. It is unbecoming in 
counsel, to solicit any Court of Justice to inti- 
mate what source of relief a party may resort to 
for justice. At the same time, looking at the 
great and valuable protection which you give to 
all suitors, for you are the last and only refuge, 
if a party is injured and aggrieved by proceedings 
in the Courts below, I know not what relief for 
such injuries can be had^ if your Lordships say 
your jurisdiction is not co-extensive with that 
which is exercised in the Courts where such 
orders are pronounced. Some course must be 
pointed out, for that a failure of justice cannot 
take place by the laws of this country, I take 
upon myself to assume, without qualification and 
without doubt. At present I am bound to con- 
sider it as yet doubtful whether your Lordships 
have or have not jurisdiction, whether you will 

* O'Sullwan v. Hutchins^ D. P. 1825, M.S. The appeal 
was against an order of the Court of Chancery in Ireland, respect- 
ing an award made upon a submission to reference, under the 
pnmsioiis of the Irish statute, 10 W. 3. c. — and not in a cause. 
The case was argued on the 15th of February, 18:25, and stood 
over till the 30th of June, 1825, when the appeal was dismissedj^ 
upon the ground that the House had no jurisdiction. 
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1829. or will not consider yourselves as having juris- 
^^^!^^ diction, for if you think fit to say you have juris- 
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V- diction, you have it as matter of course. 

Before I advert to the cases of recent date, 
supposed to affect the present question, I will 
call your attention to a case that seems to me, to 
be precisely in unison with the present. I know 
it has been stated that it is but a single case, that 
however it may be a precedent, it was a prece- 
dent doubted at the time ; but the same objection 
may be made to every precedent where one 
anterior judgment only exists. Where a claimant 
of justice comes to demand his rights at the 
hands of a Court of Justice, it is not usual to 
repel a precedent, by saying it has been decided 
once, and but once ; true it is, that we can find 
but one instance in which the House has exer- 
cised the jurisdiction, but that arises not from 
any doubt of the validity of the precedent, but 
from the happy dispensation under which the 
subjects of this country exist, that they seldom 
have to complain that the King*6 ordinary Courts 
of Justice travel beyond their duty, either firom 
intention or mistake. Lord Hale, that great and 
constitutional lawyer, upon the subject of appeals 
firom the Court of Chancery, lays down a doc- 
trine which I quote as not applying specifically 
to the case itself, with respect to the present 
application, but to the principle which governs 
universally the law of the country, applicable to 
the subjects* rights. He was of opinion, that it 
was highly unreasonable that the decree of a 
Chancellor, who may err as well as another man, 
should be conclusive, should be unexaminable by 
any other Court, but be as binding as the law of 
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the Medes anrf Persians, or as an act of Par- 1^29. 
liament. < 

He says,* *' the Court of Parliament, as sitting 
** in the House of Lords, for the Lords Spiritual 
'' and Temporal assembled in Parliament, are the 
" highest Court of Justice in the realm. Here 
** the judgments at law, of the greatest ordinary 
" Court of Justice, namely the King's Bench, 
*' are examinable and reversable for error, and 
'' what reason can there be, that a decree in a 
Court of Equity should have a greater sacred- 
ness than a judgment at law?" Now I would 
ask of those who mean to oppose this reason- 
ing, what greater sacredness can an error of 
judgment, if the Chancellor or any other Judge 
sitting in Law or Equity, who travels beyond the 
legal limits of his jurisdiction in making an order 
not warranted by his jurisdiction — what greater 
sacredness can such an order as that have over 
an order pronounced by a judicial authority, acting 
within its proper limits, but mistakenly exercised ? 
I apprehend, the principle which I am now stating 
applies emphatically to this case, and I do not 
know how to reason this case in a stronger point 
of view, than to say that it must be argued by those 
who resist the jurisdiction of the House of Lords, 
that in all cases in which a Judge confines himself 
within the limits prescribed by law, but acts either 
unwisely, erroneously, or corruptly, the House of 
Lords can correct his errors in judgment; but where 
he travels beyond his jurisdiction, and inflicts in- 
juries a hundred-fold more grievous upon a subject 

* Hale'a Jurisd. of the H of L. c. 2«. 
VOL. III. E 
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1829^ of the country, than he could have inflicted by 
any decision or decree he could judicially have 
made upon the matter in contention, that those 
injuries must remain unredressed, or at least it is 
not within the competency of the House of Lords to 
redress them. When he travels within the limits 
prescribed by the constitution you may control 
his decision, but when a Judge travels beyond the 
limits of his jurisdiction, and does an infinitely 
greater mischief, you cannot control him. 

But there is a precedent which is precisely in 
point. The case * of an appeal from the Court 
of Exchequer by a person not a party in any 



* The case was in substance as follows : An order had been 
made in the Exchequer containing the following recital— 
*' Whereas, upon the 9Sth of February l^st, upon motion on 
*^ the part of Thomas Lord W^harton, it was ordered by the 
** Court, that a commission issued out of this Court in the 15th 
<* year of the reign of King James the first, together with six 
** several articles of instruction, and eight several schedules 
*' thereunto annexed, purporting to be a boundary and survey 
<* of the Honor of Richmond and the Lordship of Middleham, 
*' in the County of York, taken by virtue of the commission 
** by Sir Timothy Hutton and Sir Talbot Bowes, Knights, and 
** other Commissioners, and dated at Richmond, the 19th of 
** October, 16I8, should be left in the hands of Mr. Thompson, 
<< one of the attornies, but should not be received as a record, 
<< or filed, nor any use made thereof, or of the enrolment thereof, 
<< until further order : " The order then proceeds to recite^ that 
a motion was made " on behalf of Sir William Robinson, 
** Baronet, and others, praying that the said order might be set 
<* aside, and that the said commission articles and survey might 
** be allowed of as a record, and filed accordingly : " The order 
then recites the evidence produced for the purpose of satisfying 
the Court of Exchequer that it was an authentic document, viz. 
that it had been taken from the files, and therefore ought to be 
restored to the records of the Court. The effect of the evi- 
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suit, and against an order not pronounced in any ^ jf ^' 
cause. A cause was depending in the Court of 



(fence, as stated, is to trace this parchment from the hands of 
cine professional man to another, tiU recently ibvnd in the hands 
of a person who had got the papers of a Mr* Grainge. It was 
also shewn, that at a prior trial, within the limits of the com- 
misbion, this document was used as evidence. - The order then 
recited an affidavit on the part of Lord Wharton, opposing the 
filing of the survey* Upon these recitals, and upon view of the 
<locument and perusal of the commission and articles, and sui^ 
vej, the Court Ordered the former order, which directed that the 
record, paper or parchment, should not be filed as a record, 
should be rescinded, and they ordered that the said commission 
articles and shedules, purporting to be the survey, be filed ac- 
cordingly on the proper file, amongst the inquisitions and extents 
of Kin|^ James the first. 

From this order an appeal was entered by Lord Wharton. In 
the petition of appeal it was stated, *' That the Appellant had 
** purchased certain mines in question before this pretended re- 
'* cord was brought into the office, and that if such writing 
** should be suffiered to be filed as a record, after such length 
** of time, the searching the record office, which was the com- 
«« mon security of every subject, would signify nothing; set* 
'* tlements and purchases would be easily defeated, and no man 
<* could be safe on his estate or inheritance. The Appellant 
** shewed that the other Defendants in Chancery were not made 
<< parties to this appeal, because the Respondent Squire was the 
** only defendant who made affidavits for the supporting the 
** survey, and the principal person who solicited therein, and 
** employed Thompson to file and enrol it." The Defendants 
** petitioned the House of Lords, and ** setting forth their case 
** at large, prayed to dismiss Lord Wharton's petition, and di»- 
** charge the order for their answering thereto. But the Lords, 
<< on the !lSd of January, 1702| ordered that Squire and 
** Thompson shcmld answer Lord Wharton's petition, and Lord 
** Wharton, on the 25th of January, 1702» obtained an order 
*< that Thompson should not be obliged to answer." Squire, 
'* in his answer, proceeded to state the gronndi on which he 
" objected to the order, and in the result, the House ordered, 
*' that the officers of the Exchequer should bring into tlie 
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1829. Chancery between Lord Wharton, Plaintiff, 
and Sir W. Robinson and others, Defendants. 



^' An order had been obtained by Lord Wharton 

FITZGERALD. *^ 

<' House the handle or roll in which the sunrey of the Honor of 
** Richmond was, which was taken in the 15th year of King 
*^ James the first, the original affidavits upon which the survey 
** was filed ; the office book, in which there was an entry of a 
*< survey taken of the Honor of Richmond in the 7th of King 
** Charles the first; and the survey also itself." On the 7th 
of Januaiy, an objection was taken to the House taking cog- 
nizance of the order. ** Upon the 12th of February, 1702, 
<* after hearing Counsel upon the petition and appeal by Lord 
'< Wharton, touching the order of the 15th July, 1701, it was 
** ordered by the Lords, that a trial should be had next term, 
** at the bar of the Court of Common Pleas, by a jury of the 
'< County of Middlesex, in an action wherein this should be the 
** feigned issue, viz. Whether the skins of parchment directed 
«< by the order of the Court of Exchequer of the 15th of July, 
*' 1701, to be filed, are the perfect, unaltered, exact, and entire 
« commission and return first filed in the Court of Exchequer 
** in the 15th year of King James the first.*' Against this 
order there was a protest ; eleven of the Peers, including Lord 
Nottingham, dissented from the decision of the House. The rea- 
sons of the protest are— first, <* Because we conceive that by 
** this we assume a jurisdiction in an original cause; for these 
« reasons: first, because there has been no suit between the 
*' parties in the Court of Exchequer, and consequently this 
** petition cannot be called an appeal from that Court. Se- 
** condly, although there was a suit in the Court of Chancery, 
*' yet one of the persons required to answer was not a party in 
** that suit, and therefore, as to him at least, it must be an ori- 
** ginal cause. Thirdly, though all had been parties in Chan- 
** eery, yet it never was heard that an appeal lay from one Court 
** that had no suit depending in it because there was a suit 
<< depending in another Court. Fourthly, because no Court 
** can take any cognizance of a cause in which that Court can- 
'* not make an order, because very many are concerned in this 
*< record who are not before the House, therefore this House 
*' cannot take any cognizance of it." (Signed) Nottingham, &c. 
See the Lords' Journals, vol. 17. 
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upon a motion made in the Court of Exchequer, 1829. 
there being no cause depending between those 
parties, that a certain parchment, alleged to be a „^^^*", 
record of the Court, in the hands of one Thomp- 
son, an officer of the Court, might not be filed by 
him among the records of the Court, it being the 
object, as he apprehended, of the Defendants to 
the suit in Chancery, to make use of this parch- 
ment as evidence in that suit. This order was 
afterwards rescinded, by an order made upon the 
motion of Sir W. Robinson and others, and it was 
directed that the parchment, being a commission, 
articles and survey should be filed as a record of 
the Court. 

From this latter order there was an appeal by 
Lord Wharton. It was objected that the order 
was not made in a cause, and that other persons, 
parties in the suit as defendants, were not before 
the House. The answer to this objection, so 
far as relates to the defect of parties, was that 
Squire was the only defendant who supported 
the orderin the Exchequer, and employed Thomp- 
son to file it. Upon this state of things, the 
House of Lords directed that a trial should be 
had in the next term in the Court of Com- 
mon Pleas, in which the question should be — 
whether the parchment in dispute was such 
record of the Court as pretended ? 

The House did, therefore, in that case, hold 
jurisdiction in the case of an order which was 
not made in cause, and although this objection 
was expressly taken and pressed. There was, 
indeed, a protest against this order of the House, 
but the protest rather adds to the authority of 
the order. In a new case, unanimity was not 
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1829. to be expected. The protest shews at least that 
^t^J^J^ the matter did not pass without discussion, and 
FITZGERALD ^^^ dccision is that of the gpreat majority of the 
' House, including the Chancellor, a great parlia- 
mentary as well as constitutional lawyer. It 
therefore, establishes a precedent deliberately 
argued which ought not now to be shaken. The 
opinion of the small dissenting minority was 
bound by the superior reasons and judgment of 
the great majority of the House, who thought 
it right and advantageous to the community that 
such a jurisdiction should be exercised. The 
reasons given in support of the protest, appear 
to me to be inconclusive. The first objection is, 
that by the order they assume jurisdiction in an 
original cause, because there was no suit be- 
tween the parties in the Exchequer, and that the 
petition could not be called an appeal from that 
Court. But how is it an assumption of jurisdiction 
in an original cause, to make an order in a matter 
which had been adjudicated in an inferior Court ? 
It cannot surely be necessary, that in a matter 
adjudicated, however important, A. should be per- 
sonally a plsdntiff, and B. personally a defendant, 
to make it a fit subject of appeal. There are in 
fact, many cases subject to appeal, where neither 
appellant nor respondent were parties in the 
suit; as where a third person has become the 
purchaser of an estate sold under a decree in a 
suit, it has been considered * that he might be 
dealt with as a party in the suit. Although he 
is not actually before the Court as a formal 

* See Watkins v. Manle in Chancery, an order 23d Fe- 
braary, 182 5^ rescinding a purchase. There was an appeal by 
the purchaser to the House of Lords, upon which the order 
was affirmed. Bailey v. Maule, MSS. 3d May, 1825. 
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pdJrty, yet being affected in his rights by an order 1829. 
discharging his contract, it has been held compe- ^iC^ 
tent for him to appeal against such order to the .._„t; 
House of Lords, if he thought such order erroneous. 
Why was it assumed that such a purchaser being 
no party in the suit might appeal, plainly upon this 
ground, that the order affected his right of pro- 
perty acquired by the contract. This was a sub- 
ject incidentally brought into the cause ; but the 
purchaser was neither plaintiff nor defendant. 
It was argued that he would be put to file an 
original bill, but it was considered by the Court, 
that if the order was erroneous it would be the 
subject of appeal. 

The Lord Chancelhr.—l have from Lord Redes- 
dale a copy of a case, in which an appeal to the 
House of Lords was presented against an order 
of a Court of Equity rescinding a purchase.* 

Mr. Hart. — ^Then there is another authority for 
holding that the House of Lords has jurisdiction by 
way of appeal against orders of Courts of Equity, 
affecting the property of a subject not a party 
in a suit ; and in truth, it is a refined and meta- 
physical distinction to entertain jurisdiction be- 
tween party and party in a cause, and to refuse 
relief to a third person more deeply affected in 
his rights by an order in the same cause. 

In the case of Lord Wharton it was not an 
order in a cause, it was an order exparte, and 
yet an appeal was entertained. In the case now 
before the House, the order was made in a cause 
most injuriously affecting a third person, and 
why it should be less an order in a cause, and 

* Probably the case cited in the note, p. 54^ in which Lord 
Gifford and Lord Redesdale spoke on the motion for jadgment. 
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1829. by what magical operation it should be less sub-^ 
^o^iLL J^^^ ^^ appeal than if it injured the plaintiffs or 
..^-^-'-.w,. defendants in the suit for whose benefit it was 
intended, I cannot conceive. In general a Court 
abstains from making orders in a suit which 
affect third parties, but here the Court has made 
an order in a cause, and if it be erroneous, either 
because the Court had no jurisdiction to make 
such an order, or because having jurisdiction 
it is unjust, it is equally an order made in a 
cause affecting the rights and property of a third 
person, and must be a proper subject of relief 
by way of appeal to this House. The third 
reason for the protest I really do not under- 
stand, the reasoning seems to proceed in a cir- 
cle : first, to assume a proposition and draw an 
inference fi'om it, and then to endeavour to es- 
tablish the original proposition by means of the 
inference. 

There is a difficulty in supposing how the 
House should be precluded from making an order 
in which it directed that a document should not 
be filed as a record, because some parties were 
absent or should be present ; the House deciding 
merely between these parties, the one contend- 
ing that it should be considered as a record, and 
the other contending that it should not, how can 
it be said that the House, when it came to a 
decision, that it ought not to be considered as a 
record, concluded the rights of absent persons by 
doing it ? Sir William Robinson failed in making 
out his title to have this document filed ; and 
made an authentic document, his evidence slip- 
ped from under him. By this order the House 
only exercised a jurisdiction to affirm the order 
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of the Court of Exchequer, in case the evidence 1829. 
should bear it out, but to disaffirm it in case ^^[^^ 
the evidjence should not bear it out ; the House ^- 
looking at the conflicting testimony, and think- 
ing that the trial by jury was the proper mode 
of deciding the facts upon which the rights of 
property might turn, rather than upon affidavits, 
the House said the order may or may not be 
right, but certainly it is not right to confirm it 
without some preparatory steps to ascertain the 
fiaicts, and therefore the House ordered that that 
Court which had stepped a little too forward 
in deciding facts as conclusive upon affidavits, 
should suspend the operation of the order it 
had pronounced, until a jury had decided whe- 
ther it was an authentic record or not. 

There may be cases in which the House of Lords 
may have no jurisdiction, and would not sponta- 
neously exercise a jurisdiction. In the case of the 
Attorney General v. Wall * the decision proceeded 
upon a different principle. Whenever the united 
legislature have thought fit by statutory enact- 
ment to give particular forms of proceedings for 
the remedy of injuries, and make no farther pro- 
vision, then it is a principle of the law, that the 
statutory regulation being a jurisdiction col- 
lateral to the common law jurisdiction of the 

* D. P. 1822, 1824, MS. The case was thus :— Lands 
subject to mortgages had been seized under an extent, 
a Commission of Bankrupt afterwards issued against the 
mortgagor, and an Act of Parliament was passed enabling the 
Court of Exchequer to make reference to the Master to ascer- 
tain priorities, &c. and make orders respecting the funds in 
Court under the extent upon motion or petition as in causes in 
Equity. The appeal was against an order made under this 
Act, and the House of Lords held that they had no jurisdiction. 
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1829. country, k not 8ul\ject to the same mode of ap- 
"^f^l^ peal as in other cases ; for if the legislature had 
V- intended that an appeal should have laid from 
the inferior jurisdiction, it would have directed 
that there should have been such appeal. That 
is an old and inherent principle in the construc- 
tion of statutes, and looking at a recent statute* 
giving the new jurisdiction in cases of charity, 
by which the legislature enabled the Lord Chan- 
cellor or the Master of the Rolls to make certain 
regulations in charity matters, which it was not 
competent for them to make unless it was in an 
existing cause, the legislature foreseeing that 
by force of the natural construction of the Act 
of Parliament it would have prevented a review 
of the decision in the Court below, they pro- 
vided that an appeal should lie to this House, 
if presented within two years ; so far, therefore, 
from this Act of Parliament being an argument 
that you have not jurisdiction in those cases, it 
is aJBSjinative, for it shews that in all cases arising 
out of the old established judicatures of this 
Kingdom, there shall be an appeal ; but where 
there is a new statutory jurisdiction, if it does 
not expressly permit a suitor to appeal, it must 
be taken to imply that the case shall go no farther. 
The case of the Attorney General v. Wall 
was of that description : it was a case of an ex- 
tent, a purely common law process, and a sta- 
tute was passed giving a new remedy to those 
who were entitled to equitable incumbrances 
upon the estates seized by the Crown. Such 
incumbrancer before the passing of the sta- 
tute was obliged to go into a Court of Equity ; 

♦52 Geo. III. c 101. 
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instead of which it gives him a short mode of 1829. 
proceeding, by which he has his equitable rights ^^^^^ 
ascertained without the delay and expense of a ^- 
suit in equity ; but when it gave blm that mode 
of proceeding, it was provided that if he chose 
to adopt it, he must do it subject to the hazard 
of the judgment to be pronounced finally in the 
Court below. That is analogous to a new 
jurisdiction, and where a party chooses to sub- 
mit to it, he cannot go farther in litigation. So 
again in the cases of bankruptcy a new Court 
is created ; the Lord Chancellor sitting in the 
Court of Chancery, exercises to authority over 
the bankrupt's iestate, and the claitns of all par- 
ties, but it is the statute that gives to the Lord 
Chancellor authority to make orders that shall 
bind the parties, the statute creating a new juris- ' 
diction ; and it has been always considered as 
the true construction of that Act that it gave a 
jurisdiction not inherent in the law of this coun- 
try, and therefore, this House cannot review 
decisions in matters of bankruptcy, as you may 
in the case of common law proceedings. With 
such nicety have the limitations of jurisdiction 
been settled, that in cases where serious ques- 
tions have arisen, the Lord Chancellor* with a 
forbearance not often necessary, is in the habit 
of saying that he does not wish parties to be 
bound by his individual judgment, and rather 
than bind them by an order in bankruptcy, he 
gives them leave to file a bill, so that if the same 
judge happens to preside in Chancery, and the 
party thinks he errs in judgment, he may go 
to the House of Lords, which is the refuge to all 

* Eldon. 
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1829. In the general assertion of jurisdiction, whicl^ 

^^^^ was made by the House of Lords in that ques* 
<"• tion which arose upon Sir John Fagg's case, the 
House of Lords by their notice to the Commons, 
represent the House as *' the place where the 
^' King is highest in his royal estate, and where 
** the last resort of judging upon wrUs of error 
** and appeal in equity in all causes, and over 
^' all persons, is undoubtedly fixed and perma- 
** nently lodged." * I point your attention to the 
expression ^' all causes," because the order com- 
plained of in this case, is an order in a cause 
essentially difiering from the case of the At- 
torney General v. Wall. There extents having 
issued at the suit of the Crown, the mortgagee, 
a special incumbrancer upon the estate of Paul 
Benfield, came in under the extent and the 
provisions of an Act of Parliament, without 
filing a bill for that species of relief which is 
ordinarily administered in the Court of Exche- 
quer. It was argued in that case, that inasmuch 
as the proceedings which took place under the 
extent and the statute were denominated causes, 
and the orders made from time to time were 
styled decrees, that the particular order com- 
plained of, which was pronounced by the Court 
upon exceptions to a Master's report made in 
pursuance of what appeared upon the face of it 
to be a decree, it ought to be considered as made 
in the cause ; but your Lordships were satisfied 
that it was not strictly speaking a proceeding 
in a cause in equity, however proceedings of 
that sort might have been by common practice 
• and habit, entitled and styled decrees in causes. 

* See HargTBFes^s Preface to Hale^s Jarisd. of the House of 
Lords. 
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That was the point decided in the Attorney J^^ 
General v. Wall. 

Now this case differs essentially from that, 
for here is a cause subsisting between parties. 
It appears there was an application made in the 
cause, as the respondent has stated himself, 
by persons who were not creditors in the cause 
as plaintiffs uppn the record, but persons ad* 
mitted as creditors in the decree made in the 
cause ; they were the persons who applied against 
the Accountant General of the Court in the 
cause, ibr the purpose of having the stock in 
question re-transferred. 

3Tte Lord Chancellor. — ^The application here is 
to replace a certain quantity of stock. I think 
one of the questions may be whether the stock, 
by virtue of this instrument having got out of 
one cause to another, should not be re-trans- 
ferred, or in other words, whether the party who 
caused the stock to be transferred should , retain 
the benefit of a transfer which had been made 
by forgery. 

Mr. Shadwell. — It could not have been done, 
for there was not stock enough to allow of a 
re-tranfer into the cause of Blakeney v. Annesley, 

Although this were to be considered as an 
order upon parties who were no parties in the 
cause^ still there are a variety of cases in which 
a Court of Equity deals largely with the pro- 
perty and personal liberty of parties who are not 
parties in the cause. One of the most familiar 
instances is this : — 1 will suppose that a bill is 
filed by a residuary legatee against an executor 
to take an account; the decree directs an ac-* 
count to be taken of debts and credits; the 
creditors come in under that decree, though by 
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1829. no means parties to be bound in all respects 
"^I^J)^ by the decree, as they would have been in the 
^- case of a bill filed by one creditor on behalf of 
himself and others ; but they come in as credi- 
tors, and the question is discussed in the Master's 
office, whether the debts claimed by them are 
or are not due. Now suppose a Court of Equity 
should think it right upon the claims made by the 
creditors in the Master's office not to give the 
creditors an opportunity to except to the Mas- 
ter's report; or suppose that leave were given 
to except, and the exception heard, and the Court 
decided against the creditors, and no leave given 
to file a bill, in what situation would they be 
placed ? If a creditor under such circumstances 
were to file a bill, he would be met by a plea 
that the party was not bound to answer. What, 
under these circumstances, is the situation of a 
creditor, if the Court making such a decree is 
not to make it subject to revision ? 

Let me put the case of an administrator of a 
testator's estate, in which a legacy is carried to 
the account of a particular legatee, with leave 
to apply to the Court, and he does so, and the 
Court refuses to make an order : — I am putting, 
it is true, a strong case, but I am doing so in 
order to illustrate my argument : — in that case 
what must a legatee do, if not allowed to pro- 
ceed by appeal upon his petition, for the legacy 
actually severed from the testator's estate and car-* 
ried to his account, which would be a complete 
discharge to the executor ? He would actually 
be without redress, unless the House, of Lorda 
were to control the decision of the Court below. 
If the resolution of the House of Lords in the 
case of Sir John Fagg is of any avail, it must 
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be acted upon in such cases as I have put, and 1829. 
I can put cases in which the personal liberty 
of the subject might be affected by proceedings 
of the Court of Equity, which if the narrow 
doctrine now contended for were to prevail, no 
redress could be obtained ; suppose for instance, 
an injunction was granted to restrain a De- 
fendant and his servants and agents, from doing 
a certain act in the common form of injunction, 
suppose that the Court should be satisfied that 
some person, bearing the character of servant 
or agent of the Defendant, had committed a 
breach of the injunction, and the Court being 
so satisfied, an order is made out in the proper 
form for the party to be committed to the 
Fleet; what redress has the individual in that 
case? If the Court chooses to stand by the 
order it has made, and this House does not give 
relief, he can have no relief whatever. In 
that case he can have no relief by Habeas Cor- 
pus, for if the Court has competent jurisdiction, 
which it has as matter of course, and the order 
is made out in the proper form, if the individual 
applies for a Habeas Corpus he would be re- 
manded, and he might be compelled to linger 
out his existence in prison until the Court should 
relent and rescind its order, or this House would 
interfere. Suppose the case where an infant 
ward has been married, and upon a motion made 
against the parties, the Court of Chancery should 
order some clergyman to be committed to the 
Fleet upon the ground of having committed an 
offence against the jurisdiction of the Court, by 
having married a ward, and yet he may have 
been no party to the business ; is there to be 

VOL. III. F 
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1829. CLO appeal in that case? I put these cases as 
^^I^[^ those, which if they did happen, and could not 
**• be reviewed by the House of Lord^, would fen- 
tail tilie greatest misery upon the subjects of the 
country; and I have always understood, that 
the House of Lords assume a general jurisdic- 
tion in causes, for the purpose of rectifying 
orders which are erroneous, and all the cases I 
have put would be errors in oilers, though the 
victims were not parties to the cause. Upon 
what principle is the House not to interfere ? you 
will interfere, though no one of the cas6s which 
I have stated has been adjudged, or although 
there are no received cases prescribing rules to 
the House. The last application in all the cases 
which I have put, would be to your jurisdiction 
for relief, and if you did not interfere, there 
would be a defect in the administration of jus- 
tice. 

With respect to the cases which I first put, 
as to want of jurisdiction, they are grounded 
up6n this reason, that there is no cause in Equity 
depending between the parties, but that teason 
totally fails in the cases which I have just sup- 
posed, and in the cases now at the bar; upon 
^hat ground therefore, can it be said that the 
House of Lords is not to interfere ? In the case 
of the Attorney General v. Wall, there was no 
defect in the proceeding, as against the parties 
who claimed, for this reason, they themselves 
elected to go and claim their equity upon the 
common law side of the Court ; that was a new 
common law proceeding given by the statute, 
but they might have filed a bill ; and there is a 
case in Coke's Reports, where it appeared that 
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it was originally the practice for parties to lH2i>. 
file a ;bill, in order to ;have that equitable relief, ^I^^^^ 
which ]Lhe statute entitles them to have in. cases *"* 
of extents; but if parties VQluntaiily inter- 
vene, and choose to take the course ;prescrilied 
by the statvite* that subjects them to the order 
of the Court, which must be final when once 
made. If >the parti^^s complain pf that order, 
it was their own optiop to adopt that^coqrse. 
But in the c^e at the bar, orders ^re .made in 
which the party has not voluntarily ^ubmitted 
to the jurisdiction, but s^ttempted to repudiate 
or wished to avoid it ; so that the r^aspning ap- 
plied to the case of the Attorney General v. 
.Wall, is reasoning that cannot be appliqable to 
the present .c}ise,;for here the Accoun^nt-General 
did not intervene, he asked nothing. I cpnsider 
this, thoiigh .it may be a case of the first im- 
pression with regard to particular features of it, 
as a case not governed by any one of the cases de- 
cided upon the point, and if so, then the ^nly ques- 
tion will be, whetjbier you will hold that a Court 
of Equity :has any right to exercise unlimited 
jurisdiction over parties who are not parties in 
the cause ? Would it not be a singular anomaly, 
that if there be a decree against a party in a 
cause which is erroneous, he shall have redress 
by an appeal to this House ; but that where a 
person is a total stranger to the cause, an order 
may be made . ruinous to his property, and in- 
jurious to his liberty, and such an .^rder.isnot 
; to be reviewed ? You will long h^s^^e before 
you lay down a general rule in . such ca^es, that 
this House. will not interfere; for it is qi^ite con- 
trary to the principles /^f the constitujtion, . that 

F 2 
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1829. a person not a party in a cause shall be liable to 
^"^^^j^ have an order made against him which is not 
•• subject to review ; it cannot be conceived that 
a Court of Equity has a larger power over per- 
sons who are not parties in a cause, than it has 
over those who are parties in a cause. 

I conceive this to be a question of great im- 
portance, and a case in which you may soon 
have to apply the very same doctrine, whatever 
it be which you may lay down in this particular 
case, for there is now pending an appeal before 
the Lord Chancellor in the Court of Chancery, 
from an order made by the Master of the Rolls, 
in which he has refused to interfere with respect to 
a person not a party in the cause, it being an appli- 
cation praying that that person should do a certain 
act. It was asserted that a certain portion of 
stock was obtained in an improper manner, and 
a petition was presented praying that the indi- 
vidual in question should be ordered to replace 
the stock ; the present Master of the Rolls dis- 
missed that petition, and an appeal is now pend- 
ing in the Lord Chancellor's paper; it is not, 
therefore, a mere speculative opinion, arising 
from the dictates of fancy, which we are calling 
upon your Lordships to pronounce, but you will 
have immediately to re-consider this point in 
another case. 

I should conceive that in a case like the pre- 
sent, where there seems to be pregnant reason 
why the House should interfere in the case of an 
order made in the cause, that the House of Lords 
would be mainly aided by considering what it 
has actually done, where an order has been made 
without a cause being in Court. 
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The Lord Chancellor. — If no injury can be 1829. 
done without a remedy, how is it in the Courts 
of Common Law, where, although there may ,,^,^^; 
have been fifty erroneous orders in the course of 
the proceedings, this House cannot touch them ? 
In the case of the Court of Chancery, the inter- 
locutory orders may be appealed against, but 
there are many orders which may be made in cer- 
tain cases, in which there is no appeal. 

Mr. ShadwelL — ^The House of Lords assumes 
a general jurisdiction in orders made by Courts 
of Equity, in consequence of the magnitude of 
property, and the necessity, therefore, of interfer- 
ing. 

The Lord Chancellor. — I have asked many peo- 
ple why there should be that difference, and if 
they would give the real answer, they would say 
they cannot tell, though a person who practised 
in the Court of Equity, would be able to tell 
them without any dfflculty. 

Mr. ShadwelL — A Court of Law confines it- 
self to one single point ; a Court of Equity, par- 
ticularly in the administration of an estate, 
undertakes to solve all manner of questions be- 
tween all manner of persons, not only between 
the parties who have their names on the record, 
but persons whose interests may be affected, and 
which must be finally disposed of before it is 
possible for the Court to make a decree between 
the Plaintiff and the Defendant. So in the case 
of a residuary legatee, the Court must take care 
that a due portion of the fund should be paid to 
individuals who are properly entitled to it, and 
the mere severance of a fund from the bulk of 
the estate, is not sufficient of itself; so that 
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l^2J). there is the widest difference possible between 
an intferloeutory order of a Court of Law, and 
an interlocutory order of a Court of Equity. 

If in the cade of Wharton t. Squire the House 
has actuafly enterttdtied jurisdiction where an 
order wais made not in a cause : what weight of 
precedent is there, or what precedent can be 
alleged in which the House of Lords has re** 
fused to interfere where an order has been made 
between parties ? The cases cited are all beside 
the present : they are authority for the right pro- 
ceeding of the House as far as they go, but do 
Aot furnish the least ground of argument for 
your not exercising jurisdiction in the present 
case. I should say prima facie, that the House 
of Lords will act up to the spirit of the resolu* 
tioii in Sir John Fagg's case, and it is not enough 
to be asked, where there is a precedent, whether 
the House will act or not? We have, even if 
there was no precedent, all the authority of prin- 
ciple in our favour, and no one case can be pro- 
duced where the House of Lords has refused to 
interfere, where an order has been made on 
parties not in the cause; great inconveniences 
will be sustained, if this House doei not inter- 
fere in cases of this description. 

For the Respondents, the Bank of Ireland.* 
Mr. Home and Mr. PhiUimore. 

It is not true that there is a remedy by appeal to 
this House in all cases where there is no remedy 
elsewhere against erroneous judgments, or excess 
of jurisdiction ; there are many cases wholly with- 

* The Respondents Fitzgerald, &c. had been senred with pro- 
cess, but declined to appear, and the Appeal was set down as ex 
parte against them. 
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out relief by way of appeal. As for the case of 1890* 
purchasers and creditors who not being original ^C«ll 
parties, come in under the decree in a suit, they 
become by adoption for all technical as well as 
substantial purposes parties in the cause. The 
doctrine of Lord Hale that all decrees in Courts 
of Equity are. subject to appeal to this House, 
is indisputable, but not applicable to the case 
before us. In the case of a bill by $t creditor, 
a decree obtained by one is a decree for all, when 
they come in under it, and being in Court by 
their own act, they would be subject to the 
general jurisdiction in the same manner as 
original parties. This is not an exception to the 
rule, but an instance of it. There are two ob- 
jections to this appeal, as it regards the other 
parties, first, that the order was made by the 
Cpuvt below upon its own officer, and secondly, 
that the Court had no jurisdiction to make such 
order. 

In the case of Wharton v. Squire there was 
a case pending in Chancery between the parties, 
and a question arose whether a certain parch- 
ment in the hands of a private individual was a 
record of the Court of Exchequer, to be used 
as evidence in the suit in Chancery; the par- 
ties in the suit were applicants to the Court 
of Exchequer, and submitted to the jurisdiction, 
and by the order of the House an issue in the 
cause in Chancery was directed to try this ques- 
tion of fact. There was in that case, therefore, 
no question whether the Court below had juris* 
diction to make the order, for the parties had 
submitted themselves to the jurisdiction. In 
this case one of our objections to the appeal is 
that the Court below had no j urisdiction to make 
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1829. this summary order. If this could be described 

\ ^ ^ as an order in a cause, the Bank of Ireland are 

O NEtLL 
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V- not parties in the cause nor to this order. The 
motion was made by Mr. Fitzgerald against Mr. 
O'Neill ; no order was prayed against the Bank, 
they merely made affidavits for the information 
of the Court, and are brought here improperly by 
the process of the House, no order has been or 
can be prayed against the Bank of Ireland. \ 

In the course of the argument, the Lord Chan- 
cellor made the following observations : — 

The Lord Chancellor. — The case as it stands 
upon the appeal, states only a conditional order 
made, that the Defendants should pay the money, 
and the Bank should permit inspection of their 
books, and that that order should be made abso- 
lute, unless cause was shewn to the contrary. 
Cause was shewn to the contrary, and the 
order stated upon this appeal is only that 
Mr. O'Neill should pay the money. The order 
was absolute against the Bank to make them 
produce their books; the Bank appeared, they 
made no objection to the order, and with re- 
spect to Mr. O'Neill paying the money they have 
nothing to do ; that is a mere question between 
him and Burke and Fitzgerald. If Fitzgerald and 
Burke did not put in their answer within a given 
time, then according to the practice of the House 
a petition should have been presented to the 
House, upon which an order would issue, calling 
upon them to put in their answer within the time 
limited, or the House would act upon it. 

The journals are not evidence of the order made 
upon such a petition, and the service of the 
order upon the proper persons. 
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If you are both agreed to argue it as a question JL829. 
of merits whether the Court of Exchequer had or 
had not jurisdiction, that is another thing, but 
consent alone will not give this House juris- 
diction. 

Whether the Court of Exchequer or whe- 
ther this House has jurisdiction or not, the 
question now before the House is whether this 
jurisdiction existed at the time of making the 
order; I apprehend the House must determine 
that question, which it cannot do until the evi- 
dence is before it : I do not mean to prejudice 
the question at all. 

With respect to the ser^ace of the appeal, the 
person who speaks of the service is Mr. Burke, 
the Attorney for John O'Neill, and he certifies 
that he had given notice to Connell O'Connell 
the Attorney for all the Respondents. 

Under the standing order of January 1819, 
having presented your appeal, and no answer 
having been put in in proper time, you are em- 
powered to set it down ex parte without any 
further notice ; the result is, that the order so 
far as the Bank is concerned is right, because 
every thing is done by this order, that it was 
prayed the Bank should do ; they therefore, have 
nothing to oppose. With respect to the rest it 
may be an argument between the counsel for Mr. 
O'Neill and the reasoning of the House upon 
what appears to be right to be done ; the judg- 
ment of the House must be given upon that 
view, and the House must take care to be right 
upon it. The first question is as to the jurisdic- 
tion : the House itself must be satisfied that it 
has jurisdiction, if the House is satisfied that it 
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ISSft.^ has jurisdiction, you will go on upon the case 
as between O'Neill and Hie other parties who do 
not now appear ; the Bank of Ireland are out 
of the field, they are entitled to their costs, and 
need not appear any more. 

There will be no reply, if the cause is to be 
heard ear parte as againstt those persona who are 
not here ; when you have stated your case against 
them, and they do not appear to state their case 
against you, your statement of the case leaves it 
to the House to decide. At the same tin^e it is 
a matter upon which we shall be very glad to 
receive information, and if you have anything 
further to state we shall be happy to hear it. 

If the House should inform you that it has 
jurisdiction, you will have to state your case 
upon the merits ; but you will not have to state 
your case upon the merits as against the Bank. 
With respect to the new practice in the Court of 
Chancery, of an injunction restraining a creditor 
proceeding at law, though he is po party to a 
suit, that would be very grievous, if that persoq 
were not permitted to appeal against that injunc- 
tion. Lord Thurlow never would adopt that 
practice, though Lord Rossl]^^ afterwards es* 
tablished it upon very mature consideration ; hei 
said, if a creditor by a motion in a suit in which 
he is no party, is stopped from going on at law, 
it is a very material thing to consider what his 
remedy is by way of appeal. 



On the 7th of March, 1825, the case came 
again before the House for argument upon the 
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merits, when the Lord Chancellor (Eldon) made 1829. 
the following observations : ♦ ^^!i^. 

The Lard Chancellor. — The first question which «• 
the Accountant-General of the Court of Chan- 
cery in Ireland makes here, is whether that 
Court had any right to proceed against him by 
order. That will depend upon the construction 
of the Irish Act of Parliament. 

According to the statements in the appeal be- 
fore this House, supposii^ the Court of Exche- 
quer to have had jurisdiction by order, to have 
directed the Accountant-General to do this, they 
do not appear to have had any jurisdiction by 
the nature of the application to them to award 
any thing respecting the Bank, because the ap- 
plication to them was neither more nor less than 
that the Bank should produce their books. 
Nor was there any application of any body in 
the Court of Exchequer as far I can see to make 
the Bank answerable at all. 

It is quite clear that the Bank in meeting the 
motion, that they should produce their books, 
appears to have entered into a sort of contro- 
versy as to who was liable ; with reference to 
which the Court had no more jurisdiction upon 
that motion, to say whether they were liable or 
not, than the Court of Exchequer in Westmin- 
ster Hall. 

If the Court of Exchequer in Ireland had any 
jurisdiction to make the Accountant-General an- 
swerable by order, instead of making him an- 
swerable by bill — I think if they had proceeded 
as in all such cases as this, the Court of Chan- 

^ Mr. Hart and Mr. Shadwell for the Appellant. The ob- 
serrations occurred at different periods in the course of the 
argument, which was ex parte: 
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1820. eery here would have done to bring all the 
^fj^^ parties before the Court, in order to give them 
»»^» all a hearing, the Bank among others might have 
been brought before the Court. It appears to 
me, that the proceeding is exceedingly defective, 
supposing the Court of Exchequer had jurisdic- 
tion to proceed against the Accountant-General. 
Whether this House has any jurisdiction at all in 
the matter is a different question. 

I have said nothing conclusive on the subject 
of j urisdiction, because I know the matter is one 
of very grave consideration, whether the House 
has jurisdiction in this case; and that is un- 
der the consideration of a noble and learned 
Lord who knows more upon the subject than I 
can pretend to do. I have no difficulty in 
telling you that if the House has jurisdiction, 
the inclination of my mind will be to direct the 
Court of Exchequer to order a bill to be filed. 

The first question whether we have jurisdic- 
tion must depend upon this : supposing the Court 
of Exchequer had no jurisdiction in the case, 
can we set them right. That is the first question, 
which in truth involves the question whether we 
have any jurisdiction in any such case as this or 
not ; nobody I think can hear the case stated with 
out having, (if there be such a thing,) a judicial 
appetite to exercise the jurisdiction. 

I have communicated to the noble and learned 
Lord, to whom I have been alluding what has 
passed by way of argument here ; some delay 
will occur before we can learn his opinion. I do 
not wish to intimate my own until I have his 
opinion. 

Does it appear to have been considered in the 
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Court below, whether the Court of Exchequer 1829. 
had any authority to proceed by a motion against ^t^^]^ 
the Accountant- General ! ^^ 

If the Court had jurisdiction to proceed by 
motion against the Accountant-Gene ral of that 
Court, either they must have proceeded against 
the Accountant-General of that Court, dismissing 
from their minds all question of what other per- 
sons were to do, or they must have assumed ju- 
risdiction to make other persons answerable upon 
application by motion, as they must have gone 
to this length at least, to hold that they would 
not determine that the Accountant-General of 
the Court was liable unless the matter were put 
into such a shape — a bill for instance, which 
would have brought before them all persons as 
against whom the Accountant-General might 
have a right to say that they were first liable ; 
upon this question, it is a material circumstance 
that this money was paid without all those 
checks which the Act of Parliament required. 
The question then would be in what way the 
parties were to be brought before the Court 
and in what way, in point of fact, their lia- 
bility was in issue before the Court of Ex- 
chequer. 

If this case had been brought before the Court 
of Chancery in England, if an application had 
been made against the Accountant-General there, 
I have had no experience how the Court would 
proceed — I mean no experience in the article of 
charge against the Accountant-General; but I 
apprehend that the Court of Chancery would 
have said, file a bill, bringing all parties before 
the Court. 
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1829. The Bank appears to have agitated here the 

^EiLL question not only of the Accountant- General s 
^' liability, but their own liability, and the affida- 
vits go to that point ; the application to the Court 
at the time had nothing to do with their lia- 
bility. 

The question in some way would be raised ne- 
cessarily, whether the Bank was liable ; there is 
no doubt if these facts are as they have been 
stated, that an action might be brought, and 
probably maintained too as well as brought. 

If this House has jurisdiction, I do not think 
it will take much time to deliberate what it 
ought to do ; whether it has jurisdiction or not, 
is a question of so much importance^ that 
without the assistance to which I have before 
alluded, I do not think it right to offer to the 
House my advice. We will therefore, let you 
know when we shall be prepared to give judg- 
ment upon it. 



4 July, 1826. 7^^ Lord Chancellor. — ^There was a cause heard 
before your Lordships in which Mr. John O'Neill 
was the Appellant, and the Right Honourable 
James Fitzgerald and others were the Respon- 
dants : this was certainly a very important case, 
with respect to the value of the property which 
was in dispute between the parties, I mean the 
amount of the stock, for which the Accountant- 
General of the Court of Exchequer in Ireland 
was sought by a motion made in a summary 
way to be held answerable. That Court was of 
opinion, that they had jurisdiction to hear the 
matter in that summary way, and they were also 
of opinion that the Accountant-General of the 
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Court of Excliequer in Ireland, was answerable 18B9. 
for thait sum. He appealed to this House upon 
a motion made not in a cause, but upon a motion 
made in the Court of Exchequer in Ireland, to 
chMge the Accountant-General of that Court, 
(regard being had to the special manner in which 
he iMas 'appointed by act of Parliament,) with a 
sum that had been transferred, (taking it to have 
been improperly transferred,) out of one cause 
into another cause. 

A question arose, whether suppoising that the 
Court of Exchequer had jurisdiction to charge 
him by that species of summary process, there 
lay ^any appeal to this House. With the as- 
sistance of my noble and learned friend* who 
sitb near me, a great deal of consideration has 
bedn given to this case ; there can be no doubt^ 
I apprehend, that if a cause had existed on the 
Equity side of the Court of Exchequer, the 
Court of Exchequer had jurisdiction to decide 
that case, and that an appeal would lie to your 
Lordships ; but on the other hand, if the Court 
of Exchequer in Ireland had a summary juris- 
diction to charge the Accountant-General, as one 
of its officers, for misconduct in the nature of 
negligence, it becomes then a serious question 
indeed, whether this House has jurisdiction in 
such a case. At present I may say there is no 
precedent : I may venture in the presence of my 
noble friend to say we both doubt, whether the 
Court of Exchequer in Ireland had jurisdiction 
to proceed in this summary way; and it has, 
therefore, appeared to us most advisable to sub- 
mit to your Lordships this proposition, that the 

* Lord Redesdale. 
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182J). cause should stand over, with liberty in the 
^f^[^]^ mean time, (notwithstanding the appeal,) to Mr. 
O'Neill the Appellant, to apply to the Court of 
Exchequer for a revision of the order on the 
question of jurisdiction, leaving it open, whether, 
if they have jurisdiction, they have duly exercised 
it. If they should be of opinion that they have 
jurisdiction, it will be for your Lordships to dis- 
pose of this appeal, after it has so stood over ; 
in which case you must determine, whether you 
have jurisdiction or not. If on the other hand, 
they should be of opinion on reviewing that case 
that they have no jurisdiction, the consequence 
of that will be, that in the form of a cause which 
may be originally decided in the Court of Ex- 
chequer in Ireland, it may be brought here by 
regular appeal. I therefore, propose that the 
cause should stand over till the next Session of 
Parliament, and that in the mean time Mr. 
O'Neill should be at liberty to apply to the Court 
of Exchequer for a reversal of the order appealed 
from, for the purpose of discussing the question 
of the jurisdiction of the Court to make an order 
in the nature of this order in a summary way. 
After that application shall have been made, and 
the judgment of the Court of Exchequer shall 
have been pronounced upon that application, 
then that this matter should further come on in 
this House, any of the parties then being at 
liberty to apply as they shall be advised. 

Lord Redesdale. — It appears to me impossible, 
considering the subject, that your Lordships can 
entertain jurisdiction of this case in the manner 
in which you have already entertained jurisdic- 
tion on appeals, for there is in truth no record 
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before you. It is a question whether an officer 1829. 
of the Court of Exchequer has executed his duty 
so negligently, that he has made himself respon- 
sible to suitors in the Court to answer to them 
in damages for the injury they have sustained, 
and whether by his being so made responsible, 
he is to relieve the Bank of Ireland from being 
responsible. It appears to me that that is properly 
the subject matter of a distinct suit, and that there 
ought to be before your Lordships, some record 
upon which you can proceed. The proceeding 
which has been had is not a matter of record, it is 
not incidental to the record, but it is, in my humble 
judgment, a complete distinct new cause of ac- 
tion. If such action can be sustained, a distinct 
new cause of action, which ought to be made 
the subject of a distinct and separate suit, it 
might then probably come before your Lordships 
in the way of appeal ; but in the manner in which 
it is framed I apprehend your Lordships can no 
more take notice of it by way of appeal, than if the 
Court of Exchequer had proceeded against any 
officer for misconduct in his office, either by re- 
moving him from that office, if they had a right 
so to do, or by proceeding against him in the 
way of contempt by process of contempt, for 
having so conducted himself. 

These are proceedings, from which I appre- 
hend no appeal can be allowed to your Lordships' 
House ; because they are matters incidental to 
the Court, for the sake of keeping the officers in 
proper order in the execution of their duties in 
the Court ; but this is a distinct question of pro- 
perty, which ought, therefore, to have been made 
the subject of a distinct suit, and not the sub- 

VOL. III. o 
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1829. ject of such an order. It does not appear that 

^?][[^ the Court of Exchequer entered into any con^ 

^ sideration of that subject ; it does not appear 

FITZGERALD, ^ ' 1.1 

to have been a case properly before them. The 
Court of Exchequer, therefore, not having con- 
sidered that question, the proper way appears to 
be to refer the matter again to the Court; if they 
conceive that they have jurisdiction, they will 
state the grounds on which they conceive they 
have that jurisdiction, and then your Lordships 
will know how to deal with it, but it is a matter 
which cannot properly be on record in the Court 
of Exchequer. In the manner in which it is 
brought forward, I do not apprehend it can be 
the subject of appeal. In a distinct suit, the 
question will properly arise, whether this gentler 
man was responsible for the misconduct of an un<^ 
der clerk of his office, and whiether the Bank of 
Ireland are to be relieved in the manner in which 
this order relieves them, it being at least ex- 
tremely questionable, whether there wafe not as 
much of misconduct in the Bank of Ireland as 
in this gentleman. 



Die LunsB, 4th July, 1825. 
On hearing the said petition of appeal, a question having 
been made, whether the Court /)f Exchequer in Ireland had 
jurisdiction in a summary proceeding, to make the order ap- 
pealed from ; and it not appearing that that question had been 
fully considered in the said Court, let this matter stand over, 
with liberty for the Appellant, notwithstanding the appeal be- 
fore this House, to apply to the said Court to discharge the 
order complained of, to the intent that the question whether the 
said Court had jurisdiction to proceed lu a summary way to 
make such order, may be further considered by the said Court. 
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In consequence of the above order, the Ap- 1829. 
pellant in 1827 moved the Court of Exchequer 
in Ireland that the order of 1820 might be re- 
considered and discharged. The motion was 
many times before the Court ; but in December 
1827, the Court of Exchequer refused to make 
any further order. Upon this motion, the cre- 
ditors, the original applicants, were served with 
notice, but did not appear ; the Bank of Ireland 
were not served but did appear, and opposed the 
motion. 



In 1829, the case came again before the House 
of Lords for further consideration, when Counsel 
again appeared for the Bank of Ireland ; but 
Fitzgerald, at whose instance the order com- 
plained of was originally made, purposely ab- 
stained from appearing. 

On the 6th of April, 1829, the order was re- 
versed without observation, the Counsel of the 
Bank of Ireland consenting to take 100/. for 
costs. 

Order Reversed. 



For the AppeUant Mr. Sugden and Mr. Bligh ; for the 
Respondent, the Bank of Ireland, Mr. Ilori^ and Mr. Phil- 
limore. 
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1829. 



SPONG 

spo"o. ENGLAND. 



(court of exchequer.) 

Thomas Spong • - . Appellant. 
John Spong, and others. - Respondents. 

J. S.y by a will properly executed, gave a sum of 4000/. to 
be laid out iu Goveroment or real securities, in trust for 
L. the wife of S., for her separate use for her life; remainder 
to J. for his life; remainder to the children of L. by S. He 
then devised certain lands and tenements specified to various 
persons named in the will, and after bequeathing several pecu- 
niary legacies, he concluded thus : — ** And I do hereby ex- 
<* pressly charge and make liable my real and personal estate 
** to and with the payments of the aforesaid several legacies/* 
Held, reversing the decree of the Court below, that the lands 

. specifically devised, were not liable to the payment of the 
legacies on a deficiency of the personal estate. 



John spong, by his will, dated the 20th of 
August, 1814, bequeathed and devised as fol- 
lows : — 

I give and bequeath unto my dear wife, Ro- 
samond Spong, the sum of 200/. of lawful 
money of Great Britain, and direct the same to 
be paid into her hands immediately after my 
decease ; also, I give and devise unto my said 
wife the possession of the dwelling house in 
which I now reside, and also the cottage adjoin- 
ing, now in the occupation of Andrew Kemsley, 
with the outbuildings, garden, and appurtenances 
thereunto belonging, free from all rent, except 
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government and parochial taxes, so long as she 182f}. 
continues my \vidow, sole and unmarried ; also, 
I give and bequeath unto my said wife, all my 
furniture and wines, and moveables of every 
description, not consisting of money or securities 
for money, in and about my said dwelling house 
and cottage, outbuildings, garden and premises, 
for and during her natural life, she continuing my 
widow, sole and unmarried. And after the de- 
cease of my said wife, or her marrying again, 
which shall first happen, 1 give, devise and be- 
queath my said dwelling house, cottage, out- 
buildings, garden and premises, and my said fur- 
niture, and all wines which shall not be pre- 
viously used by my said wife, together with my 
moveables of every description, not consisting 
of money or securities for money, in and about 
the said premises, unto and to the use of my 
son Thomas Spong, his heirs, executors, adminis- 
trators and assigns, for ever. 

Also, I give and bequeath unto my said wife 
and her assigns, for and during the term of 
her natural life, one annuity or yearly rent- 
charge or sum of 40C/. of lawful money of 
Great Britain, free and clear of and from all 
taxes and deductions, whether parliamentary or 
otherwbe (except property tax), the said an- 
nuity to be chargeable and charged on, and 
issuing and payable out of the lands herein- 
after mentioned, (that is to say) the yearly sum 
of 300/. part thereof, to be chargeable and 
charged on and issuing and payable out of the 
lands by this my will hereinafter given and de- 
vised unto my said son Thomas Spong, now 
living at Mill-hall ; and the yearly sum of 100/. 
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1829. the remaining part of the said yearly rent-charge 
of 400/. to be chargeable and charged on and 
^'^^ issuing and payable out of my mill and premises 
at Snodland^ hereinafter by this my will given 
and devised unto my son William Spong» Sec. 
And I order and direct that the several provisions 
made for my wife by this my will^ shall be by her 
accepted and taken in lieu and stead and in full 
satisfaction of all dower and thirds, free bench 
and customary right, which she as my said wife 
could claim to be entitled of, in, to or out of all 
or any part of my estates, &c. 

Also, I give and bequeath to my executor 
hereinafter named, the legacy or sum of 4,000/. 
of like lawful money current in Great Britain 
and Ireland, to be by him laid out and in- 
vested in his name, in the public stocks or 
funds, or upon government or real securities; 
and the stocks, funds and securities in or upon 
which the said sum of 4,000/. shall be laid 
out and invested, I direct shall and may be 
from time to time altered, varied and dis- 
posed of, and the monies arising therefrom 
again laid out and invested in or upon new or 
other stocks, funds and securities, and so often 
as to him my said executor shall seem meet ; 
upon trust, that he my said executor do and shall 
pay the dividends and interest thereof from time 
to time when and as the same shall accrue due and 
payable for and during the natural life of Letitia 
the wife of John Spong, late of the Borough of 
Southwark, hop factor, during such time only as 
she remains a widow and unmarried, in such 
manner as she the said Letitia the wife of the 
said John Spong, notwithstanding her coverture. 
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shall by any note or writing direct or appoint, 18^. 
or into her own proper hands for her own se- 
parate and peculiar use and benefit, so as not to 
be subject to the debts or control of her hus- 
band the said John Spong ; and in like manner in 
all respects as the said annuity or yearly rent- 
charge of 100/. is hereinafter made payable to 
my daughter Rosamond, and only upon the re- 
ceipt or receipts of the said Letitia Spong, or her 
appointee or appointees, which alone shall be a 
good and sufficient release and discharge, re- 
leases and discharges, to my said executor for so 
much of the dividends, interest and produce of 
the stocks, funds and securities in or upon which 
the said sum of 4,000/. shall be invested and 
l^id out, as shall be therein expressed to be re- 
ceived. 

And from and immediately after the de- 
cease of the said Letitia Spong, I give and be- 
queath the interest and dividends of the said sum 
of 4,000/. unto my executor hereinafter named, 
upon trust that he do and shall from time to time 
well and truly pay or cause to be paid the said 
interest and dividends into the proper hands of 
the said John Spong, for and during the term of 
his natural life; and it is my express will and 
meaning, that the same shall continue and be 
paid and payable to the said John Spong during 
so many years only of his life, as he the said 
John SpoQg shall not alien, sell, or assign the 
same, or attempt to alien, sell or assign the same, 
to any person or persons whatsoever : but if the 
said John Spong shall sell or assign the same, 
then and in such case the said bequest and the 
trusts hereby created and declared of and con- 
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1829. cerning the same shall cease, determine, and be 
utterly void, and the same shall go to and be 
paid and payable to the said John Spong's chil- 
dren by the said Letitia his wife as hereinafter 
mentioned ; and it is my express mind, will and 
meaning, that the receipt of the said John Spong 
shall alone be a sufficient discharge to my said 
executor. And from and immediately after the 
decease of the said Letitia Spong and the said 
John Spong her husband, then I give and be- 
queath the said principal sum of 4,000/. upon 
trust that he my said executor do and shall pay 
and apply the said principal sum of 4,000/. for 
the benefit of all and every the child or children 
of the said Letitia Spong by the said John 
Spong her husband, to be equally divided, &c. 
Provided always, that in case all the said chil- 
dren shall happen to die before any of them 
attain the age of twenty-one years, and without 
leaving lawful issue as aforesaid, then upon trust 
that the principal sum of 4,000/. shall sink into 
and be deemed and taken as part of the residuum 
of my personal estate. 

Also I give and devise unto my son Thomas 
Spong, his heirs and assigns, all and every my 
freehold and leasehold estates, situate at Mill- 
hall, East Mailing, Aylesford, Burham, Ditton^ 
and Sandgate, in the said County of Kent, and 
Acton in the County of Middlesex, comprising 
the estate called the Dunkin Estate, together 
with the mansion-house, thereunto belonging; 
and also those three dwelling houses in the occu- 
pation of John Smitherman, John French, and 
John Jarratt, together with the barn, called 
Athbarn, lodges and yard; and also all those 
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four other dwelling houses in the occupation of 18^. 
E Oakley, &c.; and also all those two acres 
and a half of land planted with apples and cher- 
ries, leading from Mill-hall to the London turn* 
pike road; and also a field, called Old Hithe 
Field, containing about one acre and a half; and 
also certain lands at New Hythe, called Sim- 
mons, together with the dwelling-houses, &c.; 
and also all those two houses next adjoining, 
late in the occupation of, &c. with the lodges, 
gardens, and appurtenances thereunto belong- 
ing; and also all that estate which I lately 
purchased of Mr. Richard Round, containing 
by estimation about eighteen acres, together 
with the willow plot adjoining and next Bal- 
dock's wharf; and also all that estate which 
I lately purchased of Sir John Honey wood. 
Baronet, likewise adjoining, containing about 
ten acres (be the same more or less) ; and also 
all those two plots of land near the Brook-gate, 
allotted by the commissioners for dividing the 
waste lands of East Mailing, together with the 
appurtenances, to hold the said estate and pre- 
mises by this my will devised to my said son 
Thomas Spong, unto and to the use of my said 
son Thomas Spong, his heirs and assigns for ever, 
subject to the annual payment of 300/. to my 
said wife, during her life, part of the said yearly 
sum of 400/. by this my will given to her; and 
the annuity or yearly sum of 100/. hereinafter 
given in trust for my daughter Rosamond Spong. 
Also I give and bequeath to my said son Thomas 
Spong, all the farming stock, goods and chattels, 
books, debts and things contained in an inven- 
tory lately made out by me, and signed with my 
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1829. name, which my said son Thomas Spong is in 

possession of. 
V- Also I give and devise unto my said executor 

hereinafter named, all that my messuage or 
dwelling-house, barn and outbuildings, and also 
twenty acres of land, (be the same more or 
less) situate lying and being at Cow Lease, 
in the parishes of Aylesford and Burham afore- 
said, late in the occupation of Rebecca Under- 
bill, her under tenants or assigns, but now in my 
own occupation, with the appurtenances there- 
unto belonging, upon the trust and to and for 
the several uses intents and purposes hereinafter 
mentioned ; that is to say, upon trust, that he 
my said executor shall and do from and imme- 
diately after my decease, permit and suffer my 
son Daniel Spong, and his assigns, to have, hold 
and enjoy all that my said freehold estate to my 
said executor given in trust as aforesaid, and to 
receive and take to his and their own use and 
benefit the rents, issues and profits thereof, for 
and during the term of his natural life, he my 
said son Daniel keeping the said freehold pre- 
mises in good and tenantable repair. 

And from and immediately after his decease, 
I give and bequeath the said freehold messuage 
or dwelling-house, bams and outbuildings, with 
the lands and appurtenances thereunto belong- 
ing, unto my said executors, until the youngest 
child of my said son Daniel shall attain his or 
her age of twenty-one years ; and in the meantime 
to receive the rents, issues and profits of the same, 
for and towards the maintenance, education, and 
bringing up of all and every the child and chil-* 
dren of my said son Daniel Spong, upon the 
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trust hereinafter mentioned; and when and so IS29. 
soon as such child shall have attained the said 
age of twenty-one years, then I do hereby di- ^^^ 
rect my said executor to sell and absolutely dis* 
pose of the same by public auction or private 
contract, as to him shall seem expedient, for the 
best price or prices in money that can be rea* 
sonably had or obtained for the same, and to con- 
vey the same accordingly, &c. And from and im- 
mediately after the decease of my said son Daniel 
upon trust, that he my said executor, do and 
shall pay or transfer all such principal monies, 
stocks, funds and securities, so to arise by sale of 
my said estate, unto all and every the child or 
cUldren of the said Daniel Spong, lawfully to 
be begotten, equally to be divided between or 
among them, share and share alike, if there shall 
be more than one ; and if there shall be but one 
such child, the whole to be paid or transferred to 
such one child, &c. 

But in case all the said children shall happen 
to die without leaving lawful issue of his, her or 
their body or bodies as aforesaid, then I give 
and devise the said last mentioned messuage or 
tenement, lands, hereditaments and premises, unto 
and to the use of my said son Thomas Spcmg, his 
heirs and assigns for ever, &c. 

Also I give and devise Snodland Mill, and 
the several cottages attached thereto, and also 
the drying-houses, sheds, and wharf, and about 
nine acres of land thereunto belonging, unto and 
to the use of my son William Spong, of Snod- 
land, his heirs and assigns, for ever, subject 
and charged with the annual payment of 
100/. to my said wife for her life, part of the 
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lft29. said yearly sum of 4001. by this my Will given 
to her. 
^'^^ And I give, devise and bequeath unto my exe- 

cutor hereinafter named and his heirs, during 
the natural life of my daughter Rosamond Spong, 
spinster, one annuity, yearly rent-charge, or an- 
nual sum of 100/. of lawful money of Great 
Britain, to be issuing and payable out of the 
estates and premises devised to my said son 
Thomas Spong as aforesaid. 

Also I give and bequeath to my executor 
hereinafter named, the sum of £1,000. of law- 
ful money of Great Britain, to be by him laid 
out and invested in his name in the public 
stocks or funds, or upon government or real 
securities ; and the stocks, funds and secu- 
rities in or upon which the said sum of 1,000/. 
shall be laid out and invested, I direct shall 
and may be from time to time altered, varied, 
sold and disposed of, and the monies arising 
thereupon again laid out and invested in or upon 
new or other stocks, funds and securities, and so 
often as to him my said executor shall seem meet, 
upon trust, that he my said executor do and 
shall pay the interest and dividends thereof, from 
time to time, as the same shall accrue due and 
payable, for and during the natural life of my 
said daughter Rosamond Spong, in such manner 
as she shall by note or writing direct or appoint, 
or into her own proper hands, for her own se- 
parate and peculiar use and benefit, so as not 
to be subject to the debts or control of any 
husband she may have ; and in like manner, in 
all respects, as the said annuity or yearly rent- 
charge of 100/. is hereinbefore directed to be 
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paid to her tny said daughter Rosamond Sponge 1829. 
and only upon the receipt or receipts of my said 'tpwio^ 
daughter^ or her appointee or appointees. *'• 

And from and immediately after the decease of 
my said daughter, upon trust » that he my said ex- 
ecutor do and shall transfer and assign the stocks, 
funds and securities, in or upon which the said 
sum of 1,000/. shall be laid out and invested, 
unto between and among all and every the child 
and children of my said daughter, by any hus- 
band she may happen to have, &c. ; and in case my 
said daughter Rosamond Spong should not hap- 
pen to have any son who shall live to attain the 
age of twenty-one years, nor any daughter who 
shall live to attain that age, or be married, then 
upon trust that he my said executor do and shall 
transfer and assign the stocks, funds and securi^ 
ties in or upon which the said sum of 1,000/. 
shall be laid out and invested unto, between 
and among all and every, or any one exclusively 
of the others or other of my sons and other 
daughters, as my said daughter, (whether covert 
or sole) shall by her last will and testament in 
writing or writings, purporting to be or in the 
nature of her last will and testament, or a codicil 
or codicils thereto, to be by her respectively 
signed and published in the presence of and 
attested by two or more credible witnesses, 
direct or appoint ; and in case my said daughter 
Rosamond Spong should happen to depart this 
life intestate, as to the whole or any part of the 
said stocks, funds and securities, then the said 
sum of 1,000/. shall sink into and be deemed 
and taken as part and parcel of the residue of 
my personal estate. 
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1829. Also I give and bequeath to my daughter 

Mary, the wife of Charles Brenchley, Esq. the 
!«*« l^g^cy or sum of 2,000/. of lawful money of 
Great Britain, which will make up her fortune 
to the amount of 3,U00/, I having on the mar- 
riage of my said daughter Mary with the said 
Charles Brenchley given her the sum of 1,000/. 
Also I give and bequeath to my executor 
hereinafter named, the legacy or sum of 2,000/., 
&c. upon trust, that he my said executor do 
and shall pay the dividends and interests there- 
of from time to time, when and as the same 
shall accrue due and payable, for and during 
the natural life of my daughter Martha, the 
wife of Major William Rowan, in such man- 
ner as she shall appoint, &c. ; and from and im- 
mediately after the decease of my said daughter 
Martha, then upon trust, that my said executor 
do and shall stand possessed c^ the said last 
mentioned stocks, funds and securities, upon 
such and the same trusts, and subject to the same 
provisos and directions in all respects, for the 
benefit of all and every the children, or the only 
child, as the case may be, of my said daughter 
by her present husband, or by any other hus* 
band she may hereafter happen to have, as here- 
in before expressed, of and concerning the stocks, 
funds and securities in or upon which the said 
sum of 2,000/. shall be laid out and invested 
for the benefit of all and every the children or 
the only child of my said daughter Martha, &c. 
Also I give and bequeath unto my said daughter 
Martha Rowan, the further sum of 1,000/. of 
lawful money current in Great Britain and Ire- 
land, to be paid and payable to her executors 
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administrators and assigns^ within twelve months 1829. 
next after my decease. 

Also I give and bequeath to the two children ^_^^; 
of my deceased daughter Elizabeth, the wife of 
William Bowles, Esq. the legacy or sum of 
1,000/. each, of like lawful money, when they 
shall respectively attain the age of twenty-one 
years; also I give and bequeath unto John 
Spong, the son of the said John Spong by Le* 
titia his wife, the sum of 500/. of like lawful 
money current in Great Britain and Ireland, 
to be paid him when he shall attain his age of 
twenty-one years. 

And I order and direct the several legacies 
and sums by this my will given and bequeathed, 
or which I may hereafter give or bequeath by any 
codicil or codicils to this my will, and which shall 
not be otherwise directed to be paid, to be raised 
and paid, or put out and invested, as the case 
may require, within twelve months next after my 
decease ; and I do hereby expressly charge and 
make liable my real and personal estate, to and 
with the payments of the aforesaid several lega- 
cies. Sec. The Appellant was appointed execu- 
tor of this will. 

The will was executed and attested so as to 
pass real estates. The Testator died in the 
month of January, 1815, without having revoked 
or altered his will, leaving the Respondent 
Daniel Spong, his eldest son and heir at law, 
and Daniel Spong and the Appellant Thomas 
Spong, and the Respondent William Spong his 
co-heirs in gavelkind. 

After the death of the Testator the Appellant 
proved his will, and possessed himself of the per^ 



96 CASES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1829. sonal estate and effects of the Testator, and he 
^'^^^^ paid the principal part of the debts and some of 
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^•^^ the legacies of the Testator ; but he did not pay 
the whole of a mortgage debt which was charged 
upon the estate devised to the Respondent Wil- 
liam Spong, nor the legacy of 4,000/. to the 
Respondents John Spong and Letitia his wife 
and their children, nor invest any sum for the 
benefit of the several persons entitled to such 
legacy, and the legacy of 2,000/. by the Will 
given to the Respondent Martha Rowan and 
her children, remained unpaid. Upon the death of 
the Testator, the Appellant and the other de« 
visees named in his Will, respectively entered 
into the possession of the several estates thereby 
devised to them respectively. 

The Respondents John Spong and Letitia his 
wife and their children, together with the Re- 
spondent Charles Peneranda da Franchimont, 
who married one of the daughters of John Spong, 
on the 13th of December, 1824, filed their bill 
in the Court of Exchequer against the Appellant, 
and the bill was afterwards, amended by making 
the Respondents Daniel Spong, William Spong, 
Rosamond Spong, William Rowan and Martha 
his wife, and William Bowles and Mary Bowles 
Defendants to the suit. The case stated upon 
the amended bill, was to the effect before men- 
tioned. The bill prayed that an account might 
be taken of what was due and owing to the 
above mentioned Respondents for principal, in 
respect of the aforesaid legacy of 4,000/. and 
also of the interest which had accrued due upon 
such legacy, and that such interest might be 
paid by the Appellant to the Respondent Letitia 
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8pong, for her sole and separate use, and that 1S29. 
the Appellant might be directed forthwith to pay 
into the Bank of England, in the name and with 
the privity of the Accountant- General of the 
said Court, in trust in the said cause, the sum of 
4,000/. and that the same when paid in, might 
be invested by the said Accountant-General, in 
the purchase of three per cent. Bank Annuities, 
for the benefit, of the above named Respondents, 
according to their respective interests therein, 
under the said Testator's said will, and that the 
trusts thereof might be declared accordingly; 
and that the Appellant might also be decreed to 
make good to the above named Respondents 
such loss as they had sustained, by the non- 
investment by him of the said sum of 4,000/. at 
the time when he ought to have invested the same ; 
and that an account might be taken also of what 
was due to the Respondent John Spong the 
younger, for principal and interest in respect of 
the legacy therein mentioned; and in case the 
Appellant would not admit assets of the said 
Testator come to his hands, sufficient for the 
purposes aforesaid, then that an account might be 
taken of the personal estate and effects of the 
said Testator, which had been received by the 
Appellant, or by his order, or for his use ; and 
that the same might be applied in a due course 
of administration ; and in case the personal es- 
tate of the Testator should not be sufficient for 
the purposes aforesaid, then that such deficiency 
might be made good by the sale of a competent 
part of the real estates of the Testator, and that 
all necessary parties might join in such sale ; and 
that in the mean time a Receiver might be ap- 

VOL. 111. H 



spoil o 

V. 
tPONG. 



98 CASES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1^* pointed of the rents, issues and profits of the 
real estates of the Testator ; and that such Re- 
ceiver might be directed out of such rents and 
profits to keep down the interest then due, and 
thereafter to accrue due upon the legacy; and 
that the Appellant, and the other Defendants 
therein named, might be restrained by injunc- 
tion from interfering, or in any manner inter- 
meddling with such real estates. 

The Appellant, upon being served with pro- 
cess, put in his answer to the original bill, 
and also his answer to the amended bill, and 
thereby admitted the will of the Testator as 
stated in the bill, and his death; and that he 
the Appellant had duly proved the will, and 
had taken upon himself the execution thereof, 
and that he had possessed himself of the per- 
sonal estate and effects of the Testator, to the 
amount thereinafter stated, but he thereby de- 
nied, that the estate of the Testator was nearly 
sufiicient to pay all the debts and legacies of the 
Testator; and the Appellant, by his answer, 
admitted that he had entered into and then was 
in possession of the real estates of the Testator^ 
devised to him by the will. 

The other Defendants also put in their respective 
answers to the bill, and the Respondents Daniel 
Spong and William Spong, by their answers res- 
pectively admitted the will and death of the Tes- 
tator ; and the Respondent William Spong, by his 
answer further stated, that the premises devised 
to him by the Testator, were mortgaged by the 
Testator in his life time to John Simson, Senior, of 
Hertford, in the County of Hertford, hatter, for 
the purpose of securing the payment to John 
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Simson, of the sum of £2,200. or thereabouts, 182}). 
with interest ; and that the Defendant had, since ^"tpowJ!^ 
the death of the Testator, paid or accounted for ^' 

' * SPON«. 

the sum of 1,100/. or thereabouts, on account 
of such mortgage, out of the Defendant's own 
proper monies ; and he submitted, that the sum 
secured by such mortgage being a debt of the 
Testator, the sum of J, 100/. so paid by the 
Defendant on account of such mortgage, ought 
to be repaid to him, with interest, out of the 
estate of the Testator. 

The several answers of the Appellant, and of 
the other Defendants to the suit, were replied 
to : and a witness having been examined on the 
part of the Respondents, the Plaintiffs in the 
suit, and cross examined on the part of the Ap- 
pellant, the cause came on to be heard ^ before 
the Lord Chief Baron, and was argued on the 
19th and 20th of December, 1826, and on the 29th 
of January, 1827, when it was decreed that the 
will should be established, and the trusts thereof 
carried into execution; and it was referred to 
one of the Masters of the Court, to take an ac- 
count of the respective values of the several real 
estates of which the Testator was seised at the 
time of making his will and of his death ; and 
to take an account of the debts, legacies, and 
funeral and testamentary expenses, and of the 
personal estate of the Testator come to the hands 
of the Appellant, &c. and how the same had 
been disposed of; and upon taking such ac- 
counts, if it should appear that the personal 
estate of the Testator was not sufficient for the 
payment of the legacy, then the Court declared, 

* Reported I Young and Jervis, 300. 

H 2 



8PONO 



100 • CASES IS THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1829. that the Testator had, by his will, charged so 
much as should remain unsatisfied upon the whole 
of the real estates, whether specifically devised 
or otherwise, and also upon his personal estate 
specifically bequeathed : And it was further or- 
dered, that Rosamond Spong, the widow of the 
Testator, should be at liberty to elect, whether 
she would claim her dower out of the real estates 
of the Testator, or whether she would take under 
the will of the Testator John Spong ; and that 
the Master should enquire and report to the 
Court accordingly ; and whether the Respondent 
William Spong had paid off any mortgage made 
by the Testator on any of his real estates, &c. 

From this decree, except so far as it directs, 
that Rosamond Spong, the widow, should be at 
liberty to elect whether she would claim her 
dower out of the real estate of the Testator, or 
whether she would take under his will, the ap- 
peal was presented. 



For the Appellants — Mr. Fonblanque and Mr. 
Swarm. 

For the Respondents — Mr. Sugden and Mr. 
Stuart. 



On the part of the Appellant it was argued that 
by the general rule of equity, a specific devise 
was exempt from contribution to a general pecu- 
niary legacy, and that it was for the Respondents 
to shew from the words or provisions of the will, 
a clear intention on the part of the Testator to 
charge the land specifically devised, with the 
payment of the legacy ; that if the land was 
so charged, a fortiori, the specific legacies to 
the brother and the widow must be equally 



The authorities cited were Sayer v. Sayer^ 2 
Yern. 688, Prec. in Chanc. 392. Lewin v. Lewin, 
2 Ves. 417. Webb v. Webb, 2 Vern. 111. Brown 
\. Allen, 1 Vern. 31. Lang v. Short, I P. W. 403. 
Hambyv. Roberts, Ambler, 128. S. C. 1 Dickens, 
104, under the name of Hamley v. Fisher. Birming- 
ham V. Kv^an, 2 Scho. and Lef. 414. Howe v. 
X. Darlington, 7 Ves. 147 : for the Diet, of El- 
don, C, that every devise of land is specific. 
HHIy. Cock, I Ves. and Bea. 175, for the same 
dictum. Clifton v. Burt, 1 P. W. 679. Harris 
V. Ingledew, 3 P. W. 91. Kightley v. Kightley, 
2 Ves. J. 328. Keeling v. Brown, 5 Ves. 369. 
Joy V. Campbell,^ I S. and L. 328. Powell v. Ra- 
bins, 7 Ves. 209. * Ellison v. -4irey, 2 Ves. 568. 
Haslewood v. Pc^, 3 P. W. 322. Aldrich v. Coo- 
per, 8 Ves. 396. Austen v. Halsey, 6 Ves. 476. 

, * See a corrected and enlarged report of this case, post p. 1 10. 
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charged, which seemed inconsistent with the 1829. 
apparent intent of the Testator, particularly as 
to the widow, whose legacy was given as a sub- ^/^* 
stitute for the right of dower; that the judg- 
ment below was founded on the propositions that 
every devise of land was specific, therefore the 
devise of a residue of real property was specific, 
and that there was no distinction as to exemption 
from charge, between a devise of a particular es- 
tate and of such residue : which propositions were 
contrary to law and the authority of decided cases. 
For the ; Respondents, it was put upon the 
ground of an implied intention to be collected 
from the will : And that the words of the will 
charge all the lands without exception, and are 
not confined to the residue. 
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1829. Ijyrd Jlfaiiner*.— This is an appeal from a de- 

cree of the Court of Exchequer in England, on 
li^ a bill by the Respondents, who are pecuniary 
legatees of a sum of 4,000/. under the will of 
John Spong, for the payment of this legacy and 
for the usual accounts. The bill prayed that if the 
personal estate of the Testator should be insuffi- 
cient, the deficiency should be raised out of his 
real estates, and the question between the par- 
ties is, whether if the personal estate should be 
insufficient to satisfy this legacy, the legatees 
interested in this sum have a right to resort to 
the property specifically devised and bequeathed 
to supply the deficiency. The Lord Chief Baron 
was of opinion, that according to the true con- 
struction and effect of the Testator's will the 
pecuniary legatees had such right, and decreed 
accordingly. The Appellant Thomas Spong, 
who is a specific devisee and legatee, and is also 
residuary devisee and executor, has appealed 
from that part of the decree. 

The Testator by his will, upon which the 
question arises, gave a legacy of 200/. to his 
wife, and he also gave to her the possession of 
a dwelling house, in which he resided, so long 
as she continued his widow, sole and unmarried. 
He gave to her also all his furniture and wines^ 
and moveables of every description, not consist- 
ing of money, or securities for money, in and 
about his dwelling house, during her natural 
life, she continuing unmarried; and after her 
decease, or her marrying again, he gave his 
dwelling house, cottage, furniture, and wines 
which should not have been used, together 
with moveables of every description, and not 
consisting of money^ or securities for money. 
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to the use of his son Thomas Spong. He 1820. 
then gave to his wife an annuity of 400/., 
300/. of it being payable out of the lands given 
and devised to- his son Thomas Spong, and 
the remaining 100/. out of a Mill and pre- 
mises devised to another son, William Spong, 
He then directed that the several provisions made 
by his will should be in lieu of dower : and he 
released his son John Spong from a bond debt 
of 1000/. He then gave to his executor a sum 
of 4000/. which is the sum now in question, 
to be invested in his name in government securi* 
ties, upon trust, to pay the dividends and in- 
terest to Letitia Spong, the wife of John Spong, 
for her separate use during her widowhood, with 
remainder to her son as provided by the will. He 
then gave his estates, freehold and leasehold, at 
Mill Hall and other places in the County of Kent> 
and also a property in the County of Middlesex, 
to Thomas Spong the Appellant, his heirs and 
assigns for ever, subject to the annual payment 
of 300/. to his wife during her life, part of the 
said yearly sum of 400/. by his will given to her ; 
and the annuity or yearly sum of 100/. there- 
after given in trust for his daughter Rosamond 
Spong. He then gave to his son, Thomas Spong 
all the forming stock, &c. upon his farm. He 
then gave certain lands in the parishes of Ayles^ 
ford and Burham, to his Executor in trust for 
his son Daniel Spong, for his life, and after his 
decease to his children. He then gave certain 
lands, cottages, and appurtenances to his son 
William Spong, subject to an annuity of 100/., 
the remainder of the sum of 400/. given to his 
widow. 
He gave several other pecuniary legaqiesj and 
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1829. then comes this clause upon which the question 
arises : '* I do hereby expressly charge and make 
ll^ ** liable my real and personal estate to and with 
" the payment of the aforesaid several legacies." 
He then gave some direction with respect to his 
pews in Aylesford Church ; and as to all the rest, 
residue and remainder of his real and personal 
estate, of what nature or kind soever the said 
might consist, not theretofore given and bequeath- 
ed, he gave and devised it to his son Thomas 
Spong, his heirs, executors, administrators, and 
assigns absolutely, and he appointed Thomas 
Spong his executor. 

Upon the hearing of this cause the Lord Chief 
Baron pronounced a decree to this eflfect:— 
" That the Will should be established, and the 
*' trusts thereof performed and carried into exe- 
'^ cution" ; and it was further ordered and decreed 
** that it should be referred to the Master to take 
" an account of the respective values of the 
*^ several real estates of which the said testator 
** was seised at the time of making his will, and 
** the time of his death" ; and it was further 
ordered and decreed '' that it should be referred 
*' to the Master to take an account of the debts, 
<' legacies and funeral and testamentary expenses, 
*' and of the personal estate of the testator John 
** Spong, come to the hands of the appellant, his 
** executor, or of any other person or persons by 
'^ his order or for his use, and how the same and 
-*' every part thereof had been applied and disposed 
'* of; and upon taking such accounts if it should 
'^ appear that the personal estate of the testator 
** was not sufficient for the payment of the said 
" legacy, then the Court declared that the tes- 
** tator John Spong had by his will charged so 
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" much as should remain unsatisfied upon the 1^* 
" whole of his real estates, whether specifically 
** devised or otherwise, and also upon his personal 
^* estate specifically bequeathed." 

It appears that there was some real property 
of the testator which piLssed under the residuary 
devise, and in this case, Thosaas Spong the spe- 
cific devisee under the will has appealed from that 
part of the decree which makes liable to the 
satisfaction of the pecuniary legacy the property 
devised by the will. 

Upon the report of the case it seems that the 
Lord Chief Baron has laid down a proposition 
which appears to have pervaded the whole of his 
argument, and to have governed his decision, and 
which is to this efiect, namely, that there is no 
difference between a specific devise of a particular 
estate, and a residuary devise of a real estate, 
and that a general charge of pecuniary legacies 
upon real estate as it would affect a residuary 
devise so it would affect a property specifically 
devised : for as to real estates they are in their 
nature specific devises, and if a legatee has a 
right to resort to the one he has equally a right to 
resort to the other. Upon this proposition the 
whole case rests. Now, I confess, I cannot con- 
cur in this proposition. There is not much 
authority in the books upon the subject, but, I 
think there is a marked and obvious distinction 
between property specifically devised and real 
estate which passes under a residuary clause. 

In the first case a testator by specifically devi- 
sing or specifically bequeathing any part of his 
property, intends as between the objects of his 
bounty tp separate that part of his property from 
the rest, and that it should not be subject to the 
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18S0.^ provisions and operation of his will. Whereaa in 
a residuary devise as in the present case, it is 
quite the reverse. The devisee must take it sub- 
ject to all the provisions and incumbrances 
charged upon the land. In the one case the 
devisee takes the specific thing devised — ^in the 
other case the residuary devisee takes such part 
of the real property as shall remain after satis-^ 
fying the charges and incumbrances affecting the 
real estate. The cases therefore appear to me 
most materially different. By the general rule 
a specific devisee or specific legatee shall not 
contribute to make good a pecuniary legacy, but 
there can be no such rule applicable to a residue. 
A residue of a real estate is so far specific that it 
must be in the possession or in the power of the 
estator to devise it at the time of making his will, 
and upon the lapse of any specific devise it will not 
fall into the residue, but in other respects it is 
merely residue, and this is its character. Lord 
Hardwicke in the case of Hamby v. Roberts^ 
which is reported in Ambler, and better reported 
in the first volume of Dickens's Reports, recog- 
nizes that distinction in the marshalling of assets ; 
and it is a distinction, as it appears to me, which 
is very obvious and very decisive of this case. 
The Lord Chief Baron has not drawn that dis- 
tinction, and this appears to me to be the objec- 
tion to this part of the decree against which the 
appeal was directed. 

Mr. Sugden in his argument contended that if 
the testator had at the outset of his will charged 
his debts and legacies upon his real estate, and 
had then given specific devises, and specific be- 
quests, and also pecuniary legacies, the pecuniary 
legatees would, in case other funds were deficient. 
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have a right to resort to the property specifically 1829. 
disposed of. I do not concur in that opinion. It 
certainly was not the opinion of Lord Alvanley, ^j^^ 
who in three different instances stated his opinion 
as to the distinction between creditors and lega- 
tees uiider such circumstances. In the first case 
of Kightley v. Kightley* in 1794, Lord Alvanley 
makes that distinction. Afterwards in the case 
of Shallcross t;. Findenf in 1795, he persists in 
that distinction, and in the case of Keeling v. 
Brown, :{; in the year 1800, he continues to dis^ 
tinguish between creditors and legatees in re^ 
pect of such a charge. 

Now this opinion of Lord Alvanley's, though 
it does not amount to the authority of a decision 
upon the subject, is by no means without weight. 
He laid down this rule in the first case I have ad-» 
verted to, and having afterwards understood that 
the Lord Chancellor differed from him in opinion, 
that brought his mind more forcibly to reflect upon 
it, and he persisted in that opinion, and afterwards 
proceeded in three different cases to lay down the 
doctrine accordingly. I think there is much more 
weight to be given to it than to a mere obiter 
£etum^ for though it does not amount to a decision, 
it was a deliberate and well considered opinion. 

When this case csune on for argument, I stated 
that I would not in the absence of any law Lord 
take upon myself to reverse the decision of an 
eminent Judge, whose decisions are entitled to 
so much respect. I have now an opportunity of 
expressing my opinion in the presence of my 
noble and learned Friend on the woolsack ; and 
1 have the satisfaction of saying that I have com- 

• 2 Vcs. J, 328, t 3 Vea, 739. X « Vcs. 350. 
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18^- municated that opinion to Lord Eldon, and Lord 
Redesdale, both of whom concur with me in it. 

With respect to the case of Campbell v. Joy, 
which was supposed to be a decision upon the 
point ; in that case there does not appear to be an 
express charge so as to amount completely and 
entirely to an authority upon the point ; but I 
have enquired of Lord Redesdale what we are to 
understand by his stating in that case *' that it 
** would be understood by counsel that it would 
'' be contrary to principle to charge a specific part 
'' of an estate called Throne, with the payment of 
'< legacies." His answer was, that what he meant 
by its being against principle was, that it was an 
established rule of the Court that a specific 
devisee or a specific legatee was not to contribute 
to make up a pecuniary legacy; and that that 
was what he meant to lay down in that case. 

Now if the testator had intended to prefer the 
pecuniary legatee to the specific devisee or spe- 
cific legatee, and had by his will expressed that 
intention, or if that intention must be necessarily 
implied from the context of the will, there is no 
doubt the Court would have given effect to that 
intention and have decided accordingly. But the 
rule of construction when this intention is not ex- 
pressed, is that the pecuniary legatee cannot 
resort to property that is specifically disposed of. 
That was the opinion of Lord Eldon in this case, 
and it was the opinion also of Lord Redesdale, in 
which I perfectly concur, having had the advan- 
tage of hearing all the arguments upon the sub- 
ject. 

There was another observation which was very 
well made by one of the Counsel at the Bar, that 
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in this case the testator seems to have himself 1829. 
understood the distinction between a specific 
legatee and a residuary legatee, for he gives to 
Thomas Sponga specific bequest of land and per- 
sonal property, and he also makes him residuary 
devisee, and legatee, and from that it was inferred 
that he was aware of the difference between a 
specific and a residuary devise of real estate. 
That was an observation made by one of the 
Learned Counsel, and very properly as applying 
to this case ; so far, therefore, from there being 
any intention in this case on the part of the Tes- 
tator to prefer the pecuniary legatee, he has him- 
self drawn the distinction, and he has stated 
nothing that would justify the Court in excepting 
this case out of the general rule, namely, that 
a specific legatee or a specific devisee shall not 
make good a pecuniary legacy. If this distinc- 
tion of the Lord Chief Baron's were to stand, it 
would very much disturb and shake that rule, 
which I think there is no ground for doing. 

With respect to the case put by Mr. Sugden, 
although I may say, that I do not agree with 
him, and that I think Lord Alvanley was not 
of that opinion, perhaps the best and most satis- 
factory answer that I can give to Mr. Sugden is, 
that the Testator in this case has not so done as 
he represents. He says, that if in the outset of 
the will there was a charge of legacies, upon real 
and personal estate, it would entitle the residuary 
legatee to go against the property so devised. 
But in this case the Testator has not so done. 

Upon the whole, I submit to your Lordships, 
that the part of the decree of the Lord Chief 
Baron, in which he directs that '' if it shall ap- 
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1S29. «< pear that the personal estate of the Testator 
" was not sufficient for the payment of the said 
'^ legacy^ then the Court declared that the Testator 
^' John Spong had by his will charged so much as 
^* should remain unsatisfied, upon the whole of his 
" real estates, whether specifically devised or 
^* otherwise, and also upon his personal estate 
*^ specifically devised/' should be reversed, and 
that in all other respects the decree should be 
affirmed. 



isr 



Die Lune, Idth of April, 1829* 
It 18 ordered and adjudged &c. that to much of the decree 
complained of in the said appeal as declares that *' if upon 
*' taking the accounts, it should appear that the personal estate 
** of the Testator was not sufficient for the payment of the 
** legacy in the decree mentioned, then that the said Testator 
'' J. Spong bad by his will charged so much as should remain 
** unsatisfied, upon the whole of his real estates, whetiier spe- 
cifically devised or otherwise, and upon his personal estate 
specifically bequeathed, be and the same is hereby reversed.'* 
And it is further ordered and adjudged that the said decree 
complained of, in all other respects be and the same is hereby 
affirmed. 
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In the report of the case of Joj^ v. CampheU^ 1 Scho. and 
Lefroy, p. S39, is a marginal note or abstract, which is thus 
expressed :— << A specific legacy cannot in a subsequent part of 
** the will be charged with payment of debts or l^acies/* 
The Lord Chief Baron, in his observations (1 ybung' and «/er- 
9M, 314) in giving judgment upon this case of Spong v. Sponge 
having expressed a doubt of the accuracy of this marginal note^ 
a corrected report of the case of Jojf v. Campbell, drawn up by 
Mr. Beatty, is inserted below. This report contains many essen- 
tial additions to the statements, some of which are noticed by 
italics, and others by indexes. A report is also added of the 
further procoediDgs in the case before Lord Manners. 
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JOY V. CAMPBELL. 1889. 



William Bbown deceased, was in and before the year 1787 a dor- ^^J 

mant partner in the mercantile hease at Bel&st called the '* Sngar cavphbll. 
House Company," in which he possessed one half of six shares part of 
twenty shares of which the capital stock consisted, the other half of 
which six shares belonged to John Brown his brother ; William Brown 
was also a dormant partner, and had one third of a share of the capital 
stock in aAOther mercantile establishment called the " Rope Walk 
Company,*' in which John and another brother Thomas Brown were 
concerned in the same manner, and to the same extent, each having' 
one third of a share. 

In 17879 John Brown being about to commence business as a banker, 
assigned his interest in the said two mercantile concerns to his brother 
William in trust for himself, and William executed a declaration of - 
trust accordingly ; and shortly after William intending to enter into 
another banking house, prevailed on Thomas (who was apprised of 
the former trust), to become a trustee both for him and for John, for 
their respective shares in the said houses, the other partners having 
Agreed to accept Thomas as a partner. An assignment was executed 
to him, for merely nominal consideration, the object being to evade 
the provision of the bankers' act; and soon after the execution of 
the assignment, Thomas cancelled the deed by cutting off the name 
and seal of William, and delivered back the deed so cancelled to 
William in whose possession it remained till his death. Thomas 
regularly received the dividends accruing firom the said companies, and 
duly paid over to William his shares during his life, and gave credit 
to John in his account with him for the amount of his shares. During 
the period of these transactions Thomas carried on a distinct trade 
in partnership with John Oakman, under the firm of Brown and 
Oakman. 

William Brown was, previous to the making of his will after 
mentioned, and at the time of hb death seised and possessed Jt9 
of a larm and land called the Throne near Belfast, in the county of 
Antrim, for the lives of the King and the Dukes of York and Clarence, 
and from the death of the survivor for the term of Ibrty-one years, 
to be computed from the Ist November, 1790, and also seised and 
possessed of other real and personal estates to a very considerable 
amount, and being thus seized and possessed, he, on the 4th Novem- 
ber, 1794, made - his will duly executed, by which he bequeathed Jf9 
several pecuniary legacii^ and an atmuity , and devised and bequeathed 
to his brother Thomas B/own, his dwelUog-house in Bel&st, held foe 
Uvea and years, with his hoos^ld fumitur^i plat^, houses, &€^ aad 
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1829. after bequeathing several farther pecuniary legacies, and among 
others one thousand pounds to William Brown Joy, the son of his 
niece Mary Ann Joy, and two thousand pounds to the other issue of 
CAMPBELL, said Mary Ann Joy; he left devised and bequeathed his farm and 
premises at the Throne, in the Barony of Belfast, with his buildings, 
&c. thereon unto his nephew William Brown, son of his brother 
Thomas Brown, to hold to him bin heirs, executors, administrators 
and assigns, from the time he attained his age of twenty-one years; 
but in case his said nephew William Brown should die under the age 
of twenty-4>ne years, he left and devised the said fiurmand premises to 
the next eldest son which his said brother Thomas Brown might 
happen to have, when such next eldest son should attain the age of 
twenty-one years, and to the heirs, executors, administrators, or 
assigns of such next eldest son : and in case no son of his said bro* 
ther Thomas should attsdn the age of twenty-one years, then he left 
and devised the farm at the Throne amongst the daughters of his 
said brother Thomas (if more than one) share and share alike, with 
this special limitation however respecting the ssdd devise of the farm at 
the Throne, to wit that none of the said devises should or could take 
effect, until the decease of his 'said brother Thomas, for it was his 
will, and he did thereby order and direct, that his brother Thomas 
Brown should have and enjoy the free use and benefit, profits, and 
advantages of the said farm, from testator's decease for the term of his 
natural life without impeachment of waste. The testator then bequeath- 
ed three tliousand pounds among the children of his said brother Thomas 
Brown to be paid with interest on their coming of age or sooner at 
the option of his executors, and subject to the payment ofthelegadeM^ 
annuities f deviees and bequests aforesaidy and to his debts and 
funeral expences; he devised and bequeathed all the rest residue and 
remainder of his lands, tenements, freehold estates, effects, money, 
and securities for money, goods, chattels, and worldly property of 
every denomination and description whatsoever and wheresoever at 
the time of his death, unto his said brother Thomas Brown his heirs, 
executors, administrators, and assigns, and nominated John Camp- 
bell, (to whom he gave a legacy of one hundred pounds), James Joy, 
and his brother Thomas Brown executors and trustees of his will, 
and the testator thereby ordered and directed that whatever part of 
the several legacies thereinbefore mentioned should remain unpaid, 
at the end of twelve months next after his decease, together with the 
life annuity thereinbefore mentioned, should be then well and suffi- 
ciently secured upon his freehold and personal estates and assets^ 
and bear a legal interest from that time until paid and discharged 
in manner aforesaid. And in case any of the legacies thereinbefore 
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mentioned and bequeathed should lapse, by means of the death or 1839* 
failure of one or more of the legatees aforesaid previous to testator's 
death, he thereby bequeathed such lapse the legacy or legacies to his said 
brother Thomas Brown his executors, administrators, or assigns, and campbkll. 
upon the death or failure of one or more of the legatees aforesaid or 
annuitant before-mentioned, whose legacies were payable under said 
will upon contingencies of life, of attaining full age, or being other- 
wise, circumstantially or eventaally, capable of taking or inheriting 
under the said will, he did thereby order and direct that all such con- 
tingent leg^es should go and belong to his sud brother Thomas 
Brown his executors, administrators, and assigns. ^^ 

William Brown the testator died in December, 1795, whereupon 
all the executors proved his will in the prerogative court of Ireland, 
and took probate, but as James Joy did not live at Belfast where the 
property principally lay, it was managed by the others ; Thomas 
Brown continuing until his bankruptcy in October 1798, to receive 
the dividends of the Sugar House and Rope Walk companies as 
trustee, collecting debts due to the deceased and paying some of his 
debts and legacies, and Campbell ^who had been the partner of Wil- 
liam in the bank) retaining in his hands a sum of five thousand two 
hundred and eighty-five pounds one shilling and fivepence belonging 
to his testator, which was lying in the bank at the time of his death* 
and paying himself his legacy of one hundred pounds. 

With respect to this sum of five thousand two hundred and eighty- 
five pounds one shilling and fivepence the following transactions 
took place. Campbell had in the life time of William Brown lent 
a sum of four thousand two hundred pounds to Brown and Oakman 
on the joint note of William and John Brown, and Brown and Oak- 
man for two thousand seven hundred pounds, of this, part was paid 
in William Brown's life time, and the remainder due at his death tho 
sum of three thousand two hundred and thirty-two pounds, which 
Campbell received from the bank, and lodged the notes in the bank to 
the credit of William Brown's account; soon after the bank settled 
accounts with Thomas Brown as executor of William Brown, on 
which occasion, after deducting the said sum of three thousand two 
hundred and thirty-two pounds, and also a sum of one thousand five 
hundred and forty pounds which had been previously paid to Thomas 
Brown, a balance of five hundred and thirteen pounds one shilling 
and fivepence appeared due to the estate of William Brown which 
was then paid to him, and a receipt for the whole sum of five thouiand 
two hundred and eighty-five pounds one shilling and fivepence was 
given to the bank by Campbell and Thomas Brown as executors; at 
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1829* ^^^ SABie time, the notes not only of William Brown but of John 
V^V^/ Brown and of Brown and Oakman were given np to Thomas Brown^ 
^o^ and no steps were ever taken to compel payment against eidier John 

CAMPBELL. Brown or Brown and Oakman. 

After the bankraptcy of Brown and Oakman, (which did not take 
place nntil October 1798) the assignees insisted on their right to 
have not only Thomas's original share in the Rope Walk company, 
bnt also that which he held in trust for William, which trust he had 
admitted on his examination before the commissiouers, and this claim 
having been disputed by the executors of William, was submitted to 
arbitrators, who by their award decided in favour of the assignees, 
in consequence of which, the value of that share was paid over to 
them by the company. 

1^ On the bankruptcy of Thomas Brown, John Graham and John 
Scott were chosen his assignees, who as such, sold the interest of the 
bankrupt in the freehold tenement in Waring Street, Belfast, which 
had been specifically devised by William Brown to him for the sum 
of one thousand two hundred pounds, and they also sold the life 
interest of Thomas Brown in the farm at the Throne, which had 

04r been specifically devised to him for life. 

Thomas Brown died on the 2nd of July, 1801, leaving Sarah, 
Isabella, William, Frances, Mary, and Campbell Brown, his only 
children, but before his son William, or any of his children, had 
attained the age of twenty-one years. 

The bill in this cause was filed on the I4th of January, 1803^ by 

f^ the children of Mary Anne Joy against Campbell and Joy, the 
surviving executors of William Brown, and the assignees and chil- 
dren of Thomas Brown, and against John Brown the eldest brother 

•^ and heir at law of William Brown the testator, stating the foregoing 
circumstances, and charging that owing to the nusapplication of the 
assets by Thomas Brown and Campbell, there was not a sufficiency 
left for payment of the legades bequeathed to them by the will of 
William Brown, and praying, " That the said award may be set 
aside, and that the executors might be decreed to come to a just and 
fair account with your supplicants for the estate of the said William 
Brown, and that the said executors might set forth a particular ac- 
count of the real and personal estate of the testator, specifying the 
nature, quantities, qualities, and value thereof respectively, and how 
much thereof they had applied in discharge of the testator's proper 
debts and legacies and funeral expences, and how much thereof had 
been applied in discliarge of the debts of the said Thomas Brown, 
and of said Brown and Oakman, and to whomt and for wliat paid. 
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and wliat was beeome thereof particularly ; and that the said John \fQ9. 
Campbell might answer for such parts of testator's estate as he mis* 
applied in payment of said notes, or as through his neglect or wilful 
delauH had been wasted and lost, or as by his means or assistance caupbuj*. 
had come to the hands of said Thomas Brown, or that said Thomas 
Brown might contribute to the payment of said notes : And that the 
said executors might set forth a particular account of the debts due 
^d owing by the testator at the time of his death, and on what secu* 
rities, and to whom due, and how contracted, and which of them 
remained unsatisfied, and which of them had been piud, and by 
whom : and that ihe whole real and pettamal estate whereof the said 
William Brown died seized or possessed, or such part thereof as to 
the Court should seem fit, might be decreed to be subject to the said 
William Brown's debts and legacies ; and that the same or a conu 
petent part thereof might be sold for payment of said debts and 
legacies, or that plainti& might be permitted to elium as creditors oa 
^he estate of said Thomas Brown for the amount thereof, or for said 
William Brown's proportion of the purchase money thereof specified 
in said deed of assignment to said Thomas Brown ; and that plain^i 
tiffs, or said executors in trust for them, might be permitted to claini 
as creditors on said bankrupt's estate, for all sums of money received 
by him before his bankruptcy out of said two companies, on the fopt 
pf said William Brown's shares therein ; and that the said John 
Graham and John Scott might be restrained by injunction from 
making a dividend of said bankrupt's estate, until the hearing of 
the cause. And that plaintiff's legacies might be raised, and migh( 
be placed out at interest on good security for their benefit, until 
^uch legacies should respectively be payable ; and that in the mean- 
time the interest thereof might be applied towards their maintenance 
and education, and that all necessary accounts might be taken. 

All the defendants answered the bill ; and witnesses having been 
examined, the cause came on forbearing on pleading and proofs, and 
was argued on the 1st, 2nd, 4th, ^th, and 12th days of May, 1804, 
before Lord Redesdale, the then Lord Chancellor of Ireland. 

The Attorney-General (O'Grady), now Chief Baron, Mr. Saurin, 
Mr. Mayne, and Mr. Joy for the plaintiffs ; the Solicitor-General jt% 
^Plunkett), now Chief Justice Common Pleas, Mr. Burston, and 
Mr. Scriven, for the defendants, John Campbell and William 
Brown, and the other children (all minors) of Thomas Brown ; Mr. 
Dunn, and Mr. Bushe {now Chief Justice King's Bench), for de* 
fendant Joy ; and Mr. 9all and Mr, Bell for the assijgnees oi}As» 
Brown* 
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1829. Much of the argument of Connsel was directed, to the ooini- 

deration of the validity of the award, made regarding the shares held 
hy Thomas Brown in the two companies, in trust for William the 
CAMPBELL, testator, and also as to the liability of Campbell to refund to the 
estate the sum he had received in payment of the notes in which the 
testator was security to him with Thomas Brown, and Brown and 
Oakman. It was also argued by the plaintiffs' Counsel, that the assig- 
nees of Thomas Brown were bound to bring into Court the proceeds 
of the sales of the tenement in Waring Street, and the life interest of 
Thomas in the farm at the Throne, both of which he took under the 
specific devises of the will. With regard to the hrm at the Throne, 
on the part of the plaintiffs it was contended, that the devise of the 
Throne to William Brown was a contingent remainder, and that by 
the death of Thomas Brown before his son William came of age the 
remainder to William, and the other limitations expectant thereon 
were defeated, and the same therefore descended to testator's heir at 
law, or to his residuary legatees, and were in either case subject to 
the debts and legacies of the testator. However^ it waa argued that 
even taking it for granted that the property passed to fFilliam 
the minor under the specific devise in the testator*s willy it was 
equally liable with the other real property to the payment of his 
debts and legacies. 

On the part of the minor, William Brown, it was argued that the 
devise of the interest of William Brown which was a per auter vie 
estate, and a term of years in case the lives should fall within a cer- 
tadn period to William Brown the minor at 21, though given by a 
written clause to Thomas the father for life, could not be considered 
as a contingent remainder, which must take effect, or not at all, on 
the death of Thomas, as in the case of a particular estate supporting 
a remainder of an estate of inheritance for the per auter vie estate 
remains and continues whilst the life lasts, and if there be no special 
occupant, it goes to, and vests in the first occupant, and that the de- 
vise therefore was no more than an appointment of the person to take 
as special occupant, and though he may not, and it was admitted, was 
not entitled to take as such until he was 21, it was contended that his use 
then would be good, and no rule of law to prevent him, and that the 
devise was clearly a good existing devise, and that the doctrine of 
contingent remainders was quite inapplicable. This point being 
established, it was admitted that the possession or profits of the 
lands from the death of Thomas Brown towhomit was specifically 
devised only for life until fFilliam Brown should attain the age of 
ttoenty^one years^ passed under the residuary devise to the assign 
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meet of Thanuu Brown^ aubjeet with the reat of teatator'a property 1829. 
mot apedfically devised to the payment of his debts and legacies ; v^'V^^ 
but that only till William, the specific devisee, should attadn his full '^^ 

age, and that after that period they would belong to him, not subject campbsix. 
to the charge made by the will for the payment of the debts and 
legacies, notwithstanding the testator's other properties should be in- 
adequate to pay his debts and legacies, as it was submitted that the said 
charge did not affect the interest to which William was entitled under 
the said specific devise. 

With respect to this property his Lordship had the question fully 
discussed at the bar, *' whether William Brown, the son of Thomas, 
took the estate devised to him by way of contingent remainder or of 
executory devise," but it afterwards appeared unnecessary to decide 
the question at that stage of the cause. 

Lord Redesdale, I shall consider further the point with respect 
to Campbell and the Throne property, the only other question is with 
respect to the shares in the partnership concerns. 

His Lordship then went into the consideration of the arguments 
which had been urged on the part of the assignees of Thomas Brown 
as to the validity of the award made with respect to these shares, and 
stated the reasons at great length which induced him to come to the 
conclusion, that " with respect to this property the right was with 
the creditors and legatees, and that there was no difficulty in saying 
that this money should be accounted for." His Lordship then went 
on to say,— • 

**On the other part of the case,* the funds for paying these 
demands, are only the property passing under the retiduary bequest 
after the apeeific bequest to Thomas Brown," (that is, the specific 
bequest of the tenement in Waring Street, and of a life interest in 
the Throne.) " It is attempted in the subsequent part of the will to 
charge this, but that is against principle ; it is a legacy as much as 
any other, and it cannot be considered that the testator meant to give 
that specifically, and yet to subject it in some manner as if it formed 
part of the residue ; that property therefore, must be taken by the 
assignees of Brown, not subject to the legacies so far as the other 
fund shall not be able to discharge them." 
The Lord Chancellor was disposed to reserve his judgment as to 

* The assignees' liability to refnod the produce of the sales of the tenement 
in Waring Street, and the life interest of Thomas in the Throne, both speoificallj 
devi«ed to him, his Lordship having reserved the oonsideration of the devise to 
William the minor of the Throne property for farther ooasadentioo. 



118 CASES IK THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1829. <be liability of JiAm Campbell to refund to the testator's estate tbt 

v«^y*<^ sum he had received from the testator's assets in payment of the notea 

'^^ of the testator and Thomas Brown, and Brown and Oakman; and also 

CAiiFBBLL« the absolute disposition of the fee in the Throne property until the 

report should come in ; but it having been intimated as the wish of 

the parties to have his Lordship's opimon as to the liability of 

Campbell delivered in the first instance, the cause was called on 

again on the 12th of May, 1904, and his Lordship after alluding to 

the arguments of Counsel on both sides, and referring to severri 

dedsions on similar points, declared that Campbell was bound to 

refund the sum he had so received from the assets of the testator. 



Pursuant to that part of the decree by which it was ordered^ 
that the estate and property of William Brown not specifically 
devised then remaining unsold should be forthwith sold, the testator's 
interest in several premises were sold by the executors, and amongst 
the rest, the rents of the farm of the Throne to accrue until a son of 
Thomas Brown should attain the age of twenty-one yean, were 
sold for the sum of fifty pounds, the Chancellor considering thrt 
the intermediate rents between the death of Thomas Brown, and the 
majority of William Brown, his son, passed under the reeidwity 
devise and were subject to the testator's debts and legacies. 

John Campbell having died, a bill of revivor was filed againM 
his executors, and the cause was revived. 

Graham and Scott, the assignees of Thomas Brown, botii died* the 
former having survived. 

William Brown, the eldest son of Thomas Brown, attained hik 
age of twenty-one years on the SOth of April, 1810. 

The Master made his report in 181 1. On the 22nd February, 1812, 
the cause was heard on the Master's Report and on the merits. 

The Attorney-General for the plaintiffs, after stating the pleadings, 
decree, and Master's Report, proceeded : *' A question arises on the 
freehold premises called the Throne, belonging to the testator, whb 
after bequeathing several legacies, devised the farm of the Throne to 
his nephew William 'Brown, to hold to him, his heirs, executors, ad- 
ministrators, and assigns, from the time he attained the age of twenty* 
one years ; but in case he should die under that age, he devised the 
fiirm to the next eldest son which his brother might happen to have, 
when such next eldest son should atUun the age of twenty-one years, 
and to the heirs, &c. of such next eldest son, and in case of no son 
attaining twenty-one years, to the daughters. This question is 
reserved by Lord Redesdale in the decree, and it now becomes ncces* 
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Bftry to consider who is entitled uander the wiH to this fann. We 1929. 
oontend that it is a devise to testator's brother for life, with a contin- \^V^^ 
gent remainder to his first son attaining twenty-one, and not an '^^ 

exeontory devise; that Thomas having died before any son attained camjpbbum 
twenty-one, the contingent remainder is gone, and the estate descends 
to the heirs. There was another question, whether this farm was 
liable to the payment of the pecuniary legacies, font Lord Redesdale 
decided that tkoee lands being epecijiamily devieed to Thmnae 
Brown for life^ and to hie first son attaining 4wefUj^ne^ were not 
Kahle to the payment of the legacies, 

Mr. Dunn for the defendant, William Brown, the devisee. 

The object of the testator was to put forward in life the family of 
his brother Thomas. His brother John was his heir at law, bat 'the 
testator does not notice him in the will. The testator had fixed his 
residence at the Throne, and his anxious wish appears to have been to 
establish Thomas's family there. He intended that Thomas shoold 
enjoy the farm during his life, and on his death the devise over to 
take effect. The intent is clear and manifest, but it is contended that 
this being a contingent remainder, has been destroyed. We contend 
that this limitation to William, the son of Thomas, is a vested inte- 
rest. I argue this as if it were an estate of inheritance, but it is an es- 
tate per autre viey in which there cannot be strictly a legal remainder. 
The first case where a devise to a person at twenty-one was held to 
be a vested remainder, was Boraston's case, 3 Rep. 19. Edwards v, 
Hammond; or Stocker v. Edwards. There was a devise for Kfe, 
remainder to another when he should attain twenty-one. The tenant 
for life died and the remsunder man was only seventeen, and the 
question was whether the remainder vested: the Court held it to be 
a condition subsequent, and that the estate vested immediately, sub- 
ject to be divested on not attaining twenty-one. See Mansfield v. 
Dugard, 2Eq. Ca. 195; Stocker v. Edwards, 2 Shower, 398; 3 
Lev. 132. 

Lord Manners, If the words in the will were to Thomas for 
life, remunder to his eldest son on attaining twenty-one, I should 
go with you ; but the devise is to William Brown from the time he 
should attain twenty-one years. 

Mr. Dunn, The word *' If" is the strongest that can be used to 
create a contingency ; and yet even that has been overruled. Brom- 
field V, Crowder, 1 N. R. 313. There the testator devised to A. for 
life, and after her death to B. for life, and at the decease of A. and B. 
or the survivor, gave all his real estate to C. if he should attain 
twenty-one. It was held C. took a ve&ted remainder. In the pre- 
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IR29. ftent case the word <* from*' is used in the first devise; and in th« 
second devise the word ** when** is used, which shews the intention. 
The last limitation is to the daughters. The testator must he pre^ 
gampbblim snmed to have intended an equal benefit to all the children. Now 
the devise to the daughters is without any condition^ and if their 
father died without leaving sons, they would take absolutely. This 
proves the intention of the testator was that all should take alike. 
In Bromfield v. Growder, it was contended the remainder was gone, 
yet the Court was unanimous in the opinion that the estate had vested ; 
and there is no distinction between the present case and that, where 
the devise was held to be an immediate devise, but to go over in case 
of death before twenty -one. 

Lord Manners, When I find that Sir William Grant, who had so 
much experience, sent that case to a Court of Law, I ought not to 
decide the present question, which is purely legal; however, I 
shall hear the argument. 

The Solicitor-General on the same side. 

We contend that this is an executory devise, although 1 may argue 
differently from the course pursued by Mr. Dunn, yet we have the 
same interest. If the father had no estate for life, it would be clearly 
an executory devise to the eldest son, and would vest. This estate was 
intended to vest in possession when any of the nephews attained 
twenty-one, till then the father of the devisees was to enjoy as a 
rent-charger ; then does any inconsistency arise by giving the father 
an estate for life ? It is only a con<Ution subsequent, that if the first 
nephew should die before twenty-one, his father living, the second 
nephew should take ; but if he died after twenty-one, then the es- 
tate would go to his representatives. The attaining twenty-one is 
the period looked at by the testator, and when one of the nephews 
should attain it, the estate would then vest. The father was an 
incumbrancer for the rents and profits. Suppose the testator had 
devised an annual sum to the father, or that the sons should pay the 
rents and profits to him, would that make any difference ? 2ndly, 
Here the words of the will are transposed in order to make out a con- 
tingent remainder^ — it is not the rule of construction thus to defeat 
the will. 

Mr. Plunkett for the legatees. 

Lord Redesdale has decided that this is not a vested interest, and 
then the question is, whether it be a contingent remainder or an 
executory devise. 

Mr. Burston for the legatees. 

From the decision of Doe v. Morgan, 3 T. R. 763, it is manifest 
that this is not an executory devise, it must be either a vested or 
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contingent remainder, — whether the testator intended it should be 1829. 

one or the other, is never attended to. Here is an estate for life to 

Thomas, remainder to his first son attaining twenty-one, remainder 

to the daughters. As some of the sons have attained twenty-one, the campbbll. 

daughters cannot take ; here the condition is, if any of the sons 

attain twenty-one at the death of the father : a remainder may be 

limited of an estate per autre vie, and a freehold estate must sup- 

port it. 

ne Lord Chancellor, I must direct a case to be made for the 
opinion of a Court of law on the following question : Whether any 
of the children of Thomas Brown, in the events which have hap- 
pened, took any and what interest under the will of William Brown, 
in the lands called the Throne farm. 

On the 21st of May, 1812, the case was argued in the Court of 
Common Pleas, upon nearly the same grounds which had been urged 
before the Lord Chancellor : The following certificate was afterwards 
sent by the Judges to the Lord Chancellor. 

" We are of opinion, that in the events which have happened, the 
defendant William Brown took upon the death of his father, Thomas 
Brown, the whole interest in the term of lives and years in the 
lands called the Throne farm, under the will of the said William 
Brown, subject to be divested, if the said William Brown, the 
defendant, had died before he attained the age of twenty-one 
years." 

On the 13th of May, 1813, the cause was heard on the Judge's 
certificate, and also on the question specially reported by the Master, 
whether the executors of Campbell should be charged with interest on 
the sum of three thousand two hundred and thirty-two pounds, part 
of a sum of five thousand two hundred and eighty-five pounds, 
applied by Campbell, in paying the debts due to Thomas Brown 
and John Oakham; when the Lord Chancellor was of opinion that 
the certificate of the Judges of the Court of Common Pleas should be 
affirmed, and that the executors of Campbell should be charged 
interest, and the following decree was made. 



Court, Decree the defendant, William Brown, entitled to the 
farm called the Throne in the pleadings mentioned, devised to him by 
the will of the late William Brown deceased. Decree the defendants. 
the executors of John Campbell, deceased, chargeable with the 
several sums of three hundred and eighteen pounds six shillings and 
twopence, and three thousand seven hundred and twenty pounds 
fourteen shillings and tenpence, being the interest reported due by 
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loSfiP. ^]|0Q| QQ llig gQQi Qf three thousand seven hundred and eighty-fire 
^'^^'^^ pounds one shilling and fivepence, unapplied hy Tliomas Brown in 
V, said report named out of the sum received hy him from the discount 

CAMPBEXx. company in the pleadings mentioned, together with interest on said 
sum of three thousand seven hundred and eighty-five pounds one 
shilling and fivepence, from the 20th day of January, 1811, to which 
day interest was so reported ihereon until psud, and let said several 
sums he forthwith paid hy said defendants to the plaintiff, William 
Brown Joy, as administrator, De bonis non, with the will annexed 
of said William Brown deceased, and after pajrment thereout of 
pTldntiff's costs, refer it to the Master to apportion said several sums 
so to he paid the plaintiff, William Brown Joy, amongst the several 
legatees of said William Brown according to the sums reported to 
them, and the sums paid them on foot of their respective legacies, 
and let the several sums so to he apportioned he paid hy the plsdntiff, 
William Brown Joy, to the several persons entitled thereto out of 
the fund so to he apportioned and paid to him as aforesadd. Refer it 
to the Master to apportion the stock transferred to the credit of the 
plaintiffs, Isabella Joy, Robert Joy, and George Joy, minors, pur- 
suant to the said order of the 9th day of May, 1812, together with 
such interest as hath accrued thereon, to and amongst the said 
Isabella Joy, Robert Joy, and George Joy, minors, and let the 
Accountant-General then forthwith draw in favour of and transfer to 
the said Isabella, Robert, and George Joy, respectively, on their 
attaining their respective ages of twenty-one years, so much of ssud 
stock and the interest thereof as shall be so apportioned to them re- 
spectively, either party, plaintiffs or defendants, to be at liberty to 
proceed on said references. Reserve the question of costs as against 
the assignees of Thomas Brown, and the creditors of John Campbell* 

JOHN DALY, 
Depjf. Regr. 
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ENGLAND. 

(great sessions, CHESTER, AND KINg's BENCh) 

(in error.) 

Edward Vigor Fox, Esq. - - - Plaintiff. 
George Henry, Bishop of Chester Defendant. 

By the slat. 81 Eliz. c. 6, s. d, it it enacted, that ** If any 
*' person, &c. shall, for any sum of money, reward, gift, 
** profit, or benefit, directly, or indirectly, or for or by reason 
** of any promise, ag^reemeot, grant, bond, or oth«r aasarance 
*< of, or for any snm of moneys reward, gift, profit, or benefit 
<< whatsoever, directly or indirectly, present or collate any 
** person to any benefice with cure of souls, dignity, prebend, 
** or living ecclesiastical, or give or bestow the same for or in 
** respect of any such corrupt cause or consideration, that 
<< every such presentation, collation, gift and bestowing, and 
« every admission, institution, investiture, and induction 
'* thereupon shall be utterly void, frustrate^ and of none 
«« effect in law." 
In quare impedit ft was found, by Bpecial verdict that B. the in- 
cumbent of a recfory was on a certain day afflicted with a 
mortal disease of which he died at eleven o'clock at night, and 
that at three o'clock in the afternoon of the same day T. the 
patron of the living, and F. both knowing the condition of B. 
in pursuance of an agreement, executed a deed by which in 
consideration of GOOOL T. granted to F. the advowson for a 
term of 99 years, if F. should so long live, with a proviso tint 
as soon as F. by vacancy or otherwise should have made pre- 
sentation to the Rectory, he should re-assign to T. the 
residue of the term. It was found also by the verdict that 
this agrelement and deed was a device to convey the next pre- 
sentation: But that the deed was executed without the 
knofwledge or privity of H. (the person afterwards presented 
by T, and rejected by the Bishop Ordinary), and without 
any intention to present him. 
Upon tbis finding, judgments having been given for the Defen- 
dant in Uie Courts of Great Sessions, Chester, and the King's 
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18S9. Bench, tbey were reversed in the House of Lords upon writ 

V^v^i^ of Error, the House being of opinion that this sale of the 

^^ next presentation was not void under the statute. 

BISHOP OF 
OBBSTfiR. 

X HIS was a Writ of Error, brought by the 
plaintiff below, from a judgment of the Court of 
King's Bench at Westminster, affirming a judg- 
ment of the Court of great Sessions at Chester, 
on a special verdict in a quare imptdit commenced 
in the latter Court. 

In the declaration in the Court below, the 
first count stated that the advowson of the 
rectory of the church of Wilmslow was appurte- 
nant to the manor of Bollyn, and set out specially 
the title of Thomas Joseph Trafford to the manor, 
with the appurtenances for life ; and shewed that 
J. Bradshaw, the last incumbent, was presented 
by virtue of a grant of the next avoidance made 
by Trafford, through whom Thomas Joseph 
Trafford claimed ; and then proceeded : " And 
'' the said Thomas Joseph Trafford being so 
" seised thereof afterwards, to wit, on the 12th 
" day of November 1819, at, &c. (the said church 
•* being then and there full of the said J. Brad- 
*' shaw, the then incumbent thereof,) by a cer- 
'* tain indenture then and their made, between 

Thomas Joseph Trafford of the one part, and 

plaintiff of the other part, of which profert is 
•* made, he the said Thomas Joseph Trafford, for 
** the consideration therein mentioned, did grant, 
** bargain, sell, and demise unto the plaintiff, his 
"executors, &c. All that the said advowson, 
" donation, right of patronage, presentation, and 
'* free disposition of, in, and to the said Rectory 
" and Parish Church of Wilmslow in the County 
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" Palatine of Chester, with the rights, members, 1829. 
and appurtenances thereunto belonging, haben- 
dum to the said plaintiff, his executors, &c. for ^ ^^-^ 
'* ninety-nine years, if the said Thomas Joseph cHBarE*. 
•' Trafford should so long live." By virtue of 
which said last mentioned indenture, the said 
plaintiff, then and there became and was possessed 
of the said advowson^ of and in the said Rectory, 
as in gross by itself for the said term, so to him 
thereof granted. The declaration then averred 
that Thomas Joseph Trafford is still living, and 
that after the making of the indenture, and whilst 
plaintiff was possessed of the advowson, to wit, 
on, &c. the said church became vacant by the 
death of the said J. Bradshaw, the last incumbent 
thereof, whereby it then belonged and now be- 
longs to the plaintiff to present a fit person to 
the said church so being vacant; but the said 
Bishop unjustly hinders him from so doing. 

There was a second count, setting out a title to 
the advowson in gross, and omitting all mention 
of the manor ; in all other respects it was similar 
to the first. 

The defendant craved oyer of the indenture 
made between the plaintiff and Trafford, whereby 
it was witnessed, that in consideration of 6,000/., 
paid to Trafford by the plaintiff, the former had 
granted, bargained, sold, and demised, and by the 
said indenture did grant, &c., all that the ad- 
vowson, donation, right of patronage, presenta- 
tion, and free disposition of, in, and to the Rectory 
and parish Church of Wilmslow, with the rights, 
members, and appurtenances thereunto belong- 
ing, habendum^ for ninety-nine years, if Trafford 
should so long live: With a proviso that when 
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1829. and so soon as he the said Edward Vigor Fox, his 
executors, &c. should have presented to the said 
^' Rectory or Church of Wilmslow, by reason of the 

OP OP •' , •' 

cHUTKft. same having become vacant or void by the death, 
resignation, deprivation, evictiop, promotion, or 
succession of J. Bradshaw the incumbent, or 
otherwise, or through the wilful neglect or default 
of him the said Edward Vigor Fox, his executors, 
&c., the said Rectory or Church should have been 
suffered, as to the presentation or right of presen- 
tation thereto to lapse, he the said Edward Vigor 
Fox, his executors, &c. should and would at any 
time or times thereafter at the request and proper 
costs and charges of the said Thomas Joseph Traf- 
ford, or such person as he should appoint, re- 
assign the said advowson to him the said Thomas 
Joseph Trafford, or such person as aforesaid, for all 
the residue which should be then unexpired of the 
said term of ninety-nine years, free from all in- 
cumbrances, by the said Edward Vigor Fox, his 
executors, &c. He then craved oyer of the in- 
denture in the second count mentioned, which 
was declared to be in the same words as the in- 
denture in the first county and therefore not set 
out on the record. 

He then pleaded several pleas : 

1st. That the said Thomas Joseph Trafford did 
not grant, bargain, sell, and demise unto the said 
plaintiff, his executors, &c. the said advowson, 
&c. in the first count of the declaration mentioned 
in manner and form, &c* 

2d. A similar plea to the second count. 

3d. The third plea which was pleaded to both 
counts> traversed the grant, &c. unto the plaintiff, 
his executors, &c. 
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4th. The fourth plea to both counts averred }^* 
that the said Church of Wilmslow is within the 
Diocese of Chester, and a benefice with cure of 
souls, and that whilst the said Thomas Joseph chbstwi. 
Trafford was so sebed of the said manor and of 
the said advowson, and before the making of the 
corrupt, simoniacal and unlawful agreement in 
this plea aftermentioned, to wit, on the 11th day 
of November, in the year of our Lord 1819, the 
said J. Bradshaw then being the incumbent of and 
filling the said church, was afflicted with a mortal 
disease, so that he was then in extreme danger of 
his life, and his life was thereby then despaired of, 
whereof, as well the said Edward Vigor Fox and 
Thomas Joseph Trafibrd as one George Uppleby» 
clerk, in that plea aftermentioned, to wit, on, &c« ; 
and also at the time of making the corrupt, simo- 
niacal, and unlawful agreement in that plea after- 
mentioned, there had notice : and the said Bishop 
fiirther says, that whilst the said Thomas Joseph 
Trafibrd was so seized of the said manor to which, 
&c. with the appurtenances, &c* and of the said 
advowson as aforesaid, and whilst the said J. 
Bradshaw, so being the incumbent of and filling 
the said church as aforesaid, was so afflicted, and 
in such danger, state, and condition as aforesaid, 
to wit, on, &c. at &c. they the said Thomas 
Joseph Trafibrd, Edward Vigor Fox, and Greorge 
Uppleby, and each of them, then and there, well 
knowing the premises and believing and expect- 
ing that the death of the said J. Bradshaw of the 
mortal disease aforesaid, was then and there fast 
approaching, and that, by means of the death of 
the said J. Bradshaw, the said church would 
forthwith become vacant, it was in such belief and 
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1829. 1819, at, &c. the said Edward Viffor Fox, under 

^^ colour, and by pretence and means of the said 

*• last-mentioned indenture so made as aforesaid, in 

BISHOP or , ' 

CHB8TBB. pursuance of the said corrupt, simoniacal, and 
unlawful agreement, did corruptly simoniacally, 
and unlawfully, and against the form of the statute 
in such case made and provided, present the said 
George Uppleby, clerk, to the said Bishop, to be 
admitted, instituted, and inducted into the said 
Church of Wilmslow, to l«rit, at, &c. And the 
plea insists, that by reason of the premises, and 
by force of the statute in such case made and 
provided, the said presentation of the said George 
Uppleby by the said Edward Vigor Pox, so made 
as aforesaid, became, and was, and is utterly 
void, frustrate, and of no effect in law. 

5th. The fifth plea was like the fourth, omit- 
ting the parts in italics. 

6th. The sixth plea varied from the fourth 
only by omitting to state the privity of Uppleby. 

7th. The seventh plea varied from the fifth in 
the same manner. 

8th. The eighth plea alleged that the said 
Church of Wilmslow, is within Defendant's dio- 
cese of Chester, and a benefice with cure of 
souls; and that whilst the said T. J. Trafford 
was so seised of the said manor and advowson, and 
before the making of the corrupt, simoniacal, 
and unlawful agreement in this plea after men- 
tioned, to wit, on the 1 1th of November, 1819, 
the said J. Bradshaw, then being the incumbent 
of, and filling the said Church, was afilicted with 
a mortal disease, so that he was then in extreme 
danger of his life, and his life was thereby then 
despaired of, to wit, at, &c. whereof the said 
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E. V. Fox and T. J. Trafford, to wit, on, &c. 1829. 
and also at the time of making the corrupt, ,^^ 
simoniacal, and unlawinl agreement in this plea 
after mentioned, there had notice ; and that whilst obbotbb. 
the said J. Bradshaw, so being the incumbent, 
and filling the said church as aforesaid, was so 
a£9icted, and in such danger, state and condi- 
tion as aforesaid, to wit, on, &c. at, &c. they the 
said T. J. Traflford and E. V. Fox, and each of 
them, then and there well knowing the premises, 
and believing and expecting that the death of the 
said J. Bradshaw, of the mortal disease afore- 
said, was then and there fast approaching, and 
that by means of the death of the said J. Brad- 
shaw, the said church would forthwith become 
vacant, it was in such belief and expectation 
corruptly, simoniacally and unlawfully and agdinsj: 
the force of the statute in such case made and 
provided, agreed by and between the said T. J. 
Trafford and the said E. V. Fox, that in con- 
sideration of a large sum of money, to wit, the 
sum of 6,000/. to be therefore paid by the said 
E. V. Pox to the said T. J. Trafford, the said in- 
denture in the said first count of the said decla- 
ration mentioned, to have been made between 
the said T. J. Trafford and the said E. V. Fox, 
lihould be made, and that the said T. J. Trafford 
should seal, and, as his act and deed, deliver the 
said indenture. And the plea states, that after- 
wards and whilst the said J. Bradshaw, so being 
incumbent of, and filling the said Church as 
aforesaid was so afflicted, and in such danger, 
state, and condition as aforesaid, to wit, on the 
12th day of November, in the year of our Lord^ 
1819, at, &c. in pursuance, furtherance, and per- 

k2 
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1829. formance of the said corrupt, simoniacal, and 

/q^ unlawful agreement, the said indenture, in the 

„ ^' said first count of the said declaration mentioned 

BISHOP OF 

CHB8TER. to have been made between the said T. J. Traf- 
ford and the said E. V. Fox was made; and the 
said T. J. Trafibrd did seal, and, as his act and 
deed, deliver the said indenture. 

9th. The ninth plea, after stating the illness of 
the incumbent, and that the Plaintiff and Trafford 
had notice of it, alleged the corrupt and simonia- 
cal agreement to have been, that Trafford should, 
'' in consideration of money, grant, bargain, and 
" sell to the Plaintiff the next presentation to 
" the said church ; " and averred that the in- 
denture in the declaration mentioned, was made 
in pursuance of that agreement, and concluded 
as the eighth plea. 

10th. The tenth plea, after the same intro- 
duction, alleged that Plaintiff and Trafford well 
knowing the premises, and believing and ex- 
pecting that the death of the said J. Bradshaw 
of the mortal disease aforesaid was fast ap- 
proaching, and that by means of his death, the 
said church would forthwith become vacant, and 
the said Plaintiff intending to present the said 
George Uppleby to be admitted, instituted, and 
inducted into the said church at Wilmslow, when 
the same should, by the death of Bradshaw, next 
become vacant; it was then and there corruptly, 
&c. agreed between Trafford and the Plaintiff, 
that the Plaintiff should pay to Trafford 6,000/. 
and that he, in consideration thereof, should grant, 
&c. to the Plaintiff the next presentation to the 
said church, the said Plaintiff then and there 
intending to present the said G. Uppleby. The 
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plea then alleged^ that in pursuance of that .^^^^ 
agrement, and in order to make such bargain 
and sale of the next presentation^ the indenture 
in the declaration mentioned was executed by 
Trafford, and that the Plaintiff accepted and re- 
ceived it with intent to present Uppleby, and 
concluded as the former pleas. 

11th. The eleventh plea, after the same intro- 
ductory matter as in the ninth, alleged that it 
was corruptly, &c. agreed between the Plaintiff 
and Trafford ** that the indenture mentioned in 
'' the declaration should be made, and that it was 
** made in pursuance of that agreement/' 

J 2th. The twelfth plea varied from the eleventh 
only, by omitting to allege that the Plaintiff and 
Trafford knew of the incumbent's dangerous 
illness. 

13th. The thirteenth plea, after the averment 
of identity, without mentioning Bradshaw, al- 
leged that whilst Trafford was seised of the manor 
and advowson, it was corruptly, &c. agreed be- 
tween him and the Plaintiff, that the indenture 
in the declaration mentioned should be made, 
and that it was made and executed in pursuance 
of that agreement. 

14th. The fourteenth plea, after the same in- 
troduction, stated, that whilst Trafford was seised 
of the manor and advowson, and before the 
making of the said simoniacal and corrupt agree- 
ment in this plea after-mentioned, to wit, on, &c. 
and after the death of the said Bradshaw, the 
said last incumbent of the said church, and after 
the church became vacant by the death of Brad- 
shaw, and whilst it remained and was vacant, to 
wit, on, &c. it was corruptly, &c. agreed by and 
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1829* between Trafford and the Plaintiff; that Trafford 

^"^^Q^ i^hould, in consideration of 6,000/. to be paid by 

*• the Plaintiff to him, grant, bargain, and sell to 

cmsTSB. the Plaintiff the next presentation to the said 

church, and that the indenture before mentioned 

was made and executed in pursuance of that 

agreement. 

15th. The fifteenth plea was similar to the 
fourteenth, except as to the corrupt agreement, 
which it alleged to be that the indenture in the 
declaration mentioned, should be made; and 
averred that it was made and executed in purr 
suance of that agreement. 

The replication to the third plea took issue on the 
trayerse of a grant. To the fourth, that it was not 
corruptly, &c. agreed by and between the Plaintiff 
and Trafford, with the knowledge of Uppleby, 
as in that plea alleged. A similar replication to 
the fifth plea: and to each of the other pleas, the 
replication denied that it was corruptly, &c. 
agreed as in those pleas alleged. 

The jury found a special verdict; first, they 
found the identity of the several matters alleged 
in the two counts of the declaration, as averred 
in the pleas; and then that before and on the 
12th day of November, in the year of our Lord, 
1819, the said Thomas Joseph Trafford was seised 
of the manor and advowson within-mentioned, 

ft 

and that before and on the said 12th day of 
November, in the said year of our Lord 1819, the 
within-named Joseph Bradshaw was the incum- 
bent of the within-named church, in the plead- 
ings within- mentioned : And that the said church 
was then full of the said Joseph Bradshaw, 
to wit, at the parish of Wilmslow within-men- 
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tioned, in the county of Chester within-men- 1829, 
tioned ; and that the said Joseph Bradshaw, so ^^^J^ 
then being such incumbent of, and filling the ^' 

^ , r BISHOP OP 

said church as aforesaid, was, before and upon cuestbr. 
the said 12th day of November, in the said year 
of our Lord 1819, afflicted with a mortal disease, 
so that he was then in extreme danger of his life, 
and his life was thereby then greatly despaired 
of; and that he was and continued so afflicted 
with such mortal disease, and in extreme danger 
of his life^ and his life was and continued to be 
greatly despaired of until the time of his death : 
and that the said Joseph Bradshaw so being 
such incumbent as aforesaid, died of the said 
mortal disease, on the said 12th day of Novem- 
ber, in the said year of our Lord 1819, at half- 
past eleven o'clock at night of the same 12th day 
of November, to wit, at the parish aforesaid, in 
the county aforesaid: And that on the said 
12th day of November, in the said year of our 
Lord, 1819, at ten minutes before three o'clock 
in the afternoon of the same day, and whilst the 
said Joseph Bradshaw was such incumbent as 
aforesaid, an agreement was made and concluded 
between the said Thomas Joseph Trafibrd, so 
being seised of the said manor and advowson as 
aforesaid, and the said Edward Vigor Fox for the 
sale, by the said Thomas Joseph Trafford to the 
said Edward Vigor Fox, of the next turn or pre- 
sentation of the said church, for and in con- 
sideration of six tiiousand pounds of lawful 
money of Great Britain; that on the said l2th 
day of November, in the said year of our Lord 
1819, and immediately after the making of such 
agreement, they, the said Thomas Joseph Traf- 
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1829. ford and Edward Vigor Fox, in pursuance of such 
agreement, and in order to carry the same into 
*• effect, and as an expedient to convey the next 

».»JOP OP 

CBE8TEB. presentation alone, sealed and delivered the 
within-mentioned indenture, bearing date the 
12th day of November, in the said year of our 
Lord 1819, and of which said indenture the said 
Bishop hath within had oyer, and which is 
within set forth upon such oyer thereof, to wit, 
at the parish aforesaid, in the county aforesaid : 
and that the said agreement was made, and the 
said indenture was sealed and delivered in the 
life time of the said Joseph Bradshaw ; and that 
the said Joseph Bradshaw at the time of making 
the said agreement, and also at the time of seal- 
ing and delivering the said indenture, was af- 
flicted with the said mortal disease, and in ex- 
treme danger of his life, and that his life was 
thereby then greatly despaired of: And that the 
said Thomas Joseph Trafford and the said Ed- 
ward Vigor Fox, at the time of making the said 
agreement, and also at the time of sealing and 
delivering the said indenture, well knew and be- 
lieved that the said Joseph Bradshaw was afflic- 
ted with the said mortal disease, and was in 
extreme danger of his life, and that his life was 
thereby then greatly despaired of, at the parish 
aforesaid, in the county aforesaid ; and that the 
said agreement was made and concluded, and the 
said indenture was sealed and delivered without 
any knowledge or privity whatsoever of the said 
George Uppleby, and without any intention 
to present the said George Uppleby to the 
said church, when it should become vacant, but 
whether or not, &c. 
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The argument upon this special verdict, took 1829. 
place on the 14th of June, 1822, when the Court ^^^^ 
of Great Sessions at Chester were divided in *^- 

BISHOP OF 

opinion ; but in order to carry the cause up to a chbitbr. 
higher tribunal, the judgment was entered for the 
defendant by consent. 

On a writ of error to the King's Bench, the 
judgment of the Court below was affirmed in 
Hilary Term, 1824;* and this writ of error was 
brought to reverse both judgments. 



The case was twice argued, first on the 8th of 
July, 1828, and afterwards in May 1829. 

For the Plaintiff in Error. — Mr. Serjeant Cross. 

By the law of England, the patronage, or the 
right of presenting to a benefice, is a property or 
estate capable of being conveyed in fee, for life, 
for years, for any number of turns, or for the next 
turn only, whilst the church is full ; when it is 
empty, it is incapable of being conveyed,! because 
it is like the rent of an estate become in arrear, 
which is a chose in action, and cannot be assigned, 
but the church is full as long as the incumbent is 
alive ; and is equally so whilst he is in his last 
sickness, as in full health. 

The patron, therefore, of a living may be changed 
at any time till the last moment of the existence 
of an incumbent, and a new patron substituted ; 
and neither the common nor statute law imposes 
any restrictions in this respect on lay patrons. % 

It is the exercise only of the right of presenting 

* See the Report of the Case iq K. B. 3 B. and C. 658. 
t Baker v. Rogers, Cro. Eliz. 789* Stevens ». Wall, Dyer, 
883. b. 1 And. 15. Brokesley v. Wickham, 1 Leon. 167. 
X \t Add, St. 2, c. 12, applies to clerks only. 
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1^9. by the patron for the time being, which is a pub- 
lic trust, and as such controlled by law : which 
sufficiently guards the interests of the churchy by 
ciiESTEift. providing that the existing patron shall not nomi- 
nate from corrupt motives, or by reason or in 
consequence of a corrupt contract. 

This restriction arises from the statute 3 1 Eliz. 
chap. 6, and from this statute only : and the ques- 
tion turns entirely upon the construction to be 
put upon its provisions. It is a penal statute, and 
it creates forfeitures ; and therefore, according to 
the acknowledged principle of law, must be con- 
strued strictly, and not extended by a supposed 
equity. 

This statute avoids the presentation which 
the patron for the time being makes, for any money, 
reward, gift, profit, or benefit, arising directly or 
indirectly ; or for any promise of such reward, 
directly or indirectly. * It is direct or indirect 
reward, not direct or indirect presentation, which 
it prohibits in express terms. 

In the present case, Mr. Fox, the plaintiff in 
error, was the patron at the time of the actual 
vacancy ; and he selected the clerk, without any 
communication with Mr. Trafford ; and his selec- 
tion was not influenced or produced by money or 
reward, directly or indirectly. The presentation 
by the actual patron is not tainted with the least 
suspicion of simony. 

To bring the case within the provisions of the 
act, it must be contended, as it was in the courts 



* See 1 j Ann, si. 3, ch. 12; and also the oath in 3 Burn's 
Eccl. Law, which explains this. 
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below^ that Mr. Trafford was to be considered as 1S29. 
the patron presenting the clerk, and receiving the ^"^^^ 
reward for that purpose, and the plaintiff in error ^• 

. BISHOP OF 

as the mere instrument to carry such presentation cuestbb. 
into effect. But there is nothing in the finding of 
the jury to warrant such a conclusion. 

It is admitted, that the grant of a next presen- 
tation during the life of an incumbent may be vojid, 
on the ground of simony ; but that is where the 
contract is really simoniacal ; a contract for the 
presentation by the patron of a particular clerk, for 
money, and the conveyance of the next presenta- 
tion is a contrivance or instrument to carry it into 
effect, and is so fbxmd by the jury ; this will be 
illustrated by the case of* Winchcombe and 
Puleston, the leading case on the subject; the 
pleadings are in Winch's Entries, 887, and fully 
ei(plain the nature of the transaction. The con- 
tract was made between the clerk to be presented 
and the patron, the incumbent being then sick of 
a grievous disease, and expected every day to die, 
that in consideration of 90/. to be paid by the 
clerk to the patron, he should procure him to be 
presented to the church when vacant, and to as- 
sure such presentation, he should grant the next 
avoidance to a person, a ^miliar friend of the clerk, 
specially nominated and appointed by him in con- 
fidence to make the presentation, with the intent 
that the clerk should be presented; and it is 
averred, that in performance of this contract the 
grant was made, and the contract was so found by 
the jury. Here was a clear simoniacal contract: 

^ Reported Noy, 26. Hobart, 165. i Brownlow and Golds, 
164. 
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1829.^ and the substituted patron was the mere instru- 
ment to carry the contract into efiect, and to ap- 
point the particular clerk. The case of Closse v. 
Pomroy* is nearly to the same eflfect; and is 
another instance of a contrivance to carry into ef- 
fect a simoniacal contract. 

If the presentation do not appear upon the face 
of the pleadings to be clearly simoniacal, that is a 
presentation by the existing patron of the clerk, 
for reward, it is a question for the Jury whether 
each transaction be or be not a shift or contrivance 
to carry a simoniacal contract into effect ; as, 
under the statutes against usujry, if there appear 
on the face of an instrument a loan, and a reserva- 
tion of illegal interest, the Court can give judg- 
ment against its validity, but if the transaction 
does not appear on the face of it f necessarily to 
be usurious, it is a question of fact for the jury, 
whether it be a shift or contrivance or not. In 
both the cases, the really simoniacal or usurious 
contract ought to be shown by a special plea, 
when a special plea is required : and in all cases 
found by the jury. 

The defendant has not pleaded in this case, and 
the jury have not found that there was any corrupt 
or simoniacal contract, that Trafford should pre- 
sent the clerk ; and that the grant of the next pre- 
sentation was a mere contrivance to carry it into 
effect. 

In the absence of such a finding, the Court can- 



* CitLaQe, 73. 

t Yeoman V. Barstow, Lutw. 373. Per Taofield, C. B, Cal 
vert V, Kitchen, Lane, 102. 
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not make any presumption against the validity of 1829. 
the grant. Simony as well as fraud is not to be 
presumed, but found. * ^• 

* BISHOl _. 

If it were competent for the Court to make any chestbb. 
presumption, the facts pleaded and found do not 
warrant any such presumption in this case. 

If it had been found that money was to have 
been given to Trafford, if Uppleby should be pre- 
sented, or that it was the purpose or even intent 
of the plaintiff to have presented Uppleby, it might 
have been argued that the grant was made for that 
purpose, and if so, the grant might possibly be 
said to be an instrument to carry into effect the 
particular appointment ; and the clerk might pos- 
sibly be said to have been presented by the former 
patron. In such a case the substituted patron has 
no power of selection, but is a mere instrument, 
and the appointment made virtually by the old 
patron, is an appointment made for reward. But 
if there is no intention or purpose to present any 
particular clerk, the new patron is a free agent, 
may select whom he pleases, and if he select any 
clerk, without reward, he is not within either the 
letter or spirit of the act. The selection of the 
clerk, the object aimed at by the statute, is free 
from all taint. The old patron parts with, and 
the new patron purchases the right of selection, 
by means of the grant, and that right is fairly and 
properly exercised. 

The judgment* of the Court of King's Bench 
proceeds in a great degree upon the ground that 
Courts have a right to consider what is an eva- 
sion of a statute, a power which, it is humbly 

* 2 BarD. and Cress. 658. 
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1829. conceived, does not apply at least to tiie case of 

a penal statute creating forfeitures, and if allowed 

^- to be exercised, would lead to great doubt and 

lOP OF ^ 

CHESTER, uncertainty in the law. 

Upon referring to decided cases, there is none 
in which it has been held that the grant of a next 
presentation, the incumbent being in extremis, is 
void, a short note in Winch, 63, * excepted, in 
which mention is made of its having been so ad- 
judged in Chancery, but under what circum- 
stances does not appear; it may have been so 
adjudged on the special facts. 

On the other hand, there is a solemn decision f 
of the Court, that by the grant of an advowson, 
when the incumbent was on his death-bed, and it 
was uncertain whether he would live over the night, 
with full knowledge in the contracting parties, the 
next presentation did pass, and was not avoided 
by simony, which is a direct authority for the 
plaintiff in error. If the grant of the next presen- 
tation, when united with all other future presen- 
tations, was not void ; the grant of the next pre- 
sentation alone could not be so. This decision 
has never yet been questioned until the present 
case. 

For the Defendent in Error : — 

TTie Solicitor General. ^ — This is a case within 



* Sheldon v. Brett. See remark on thiB case in Barrett v, 
Glubb, 2 Black, 1052. 

t Barrett v. Glubb, 2 Black, 1052. 

X The reasons printed at the end of the case for the defendant in 
Error, having been reprinted in other reports of this case, it is 
considered advisable to add them in a note, that they may be 
compared with the argument of the Solicitor General, as it was 
delivered in the House of Lords« They are as follows :— - 
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the spirit of the statute of Elizabeth*. It is j^^* 
found by the special verdict, that the agreement 
and the indenture were an expedient '* to cdn- 
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FireU— Because Simony was an offence by the common law of 
the land, antecedently to the statute of 31st Eliz. c. 6. ; and the 
transaction as stated upon the record, was a corrupt and simo- 
niacal contract for the sale of the next turn or presentation 
under the special circumstances of the case. 1 Institute 17 B. 
3 Institute 156. MackaUer v, Todderick, Cro. Car. 361. 
Wtnchcomb v. PuUestofu Hob. 167. 

Secondly, — Because thie presentation in the present case, was 
substantially a presentation by Mk*. TrafFord the seller, and was 
by him a presentation for money. Bartlett v. Vinar, Carth. 252. 
Thirdly. — Because the transaction in question, was a shift 
and contrivance to evade the provisions of the statute of the 31 st 
Eliz. c. 6. 

Fourthly. — Because it was a presentation by Mr. Trafford, for 
money, of such clerk as Mr. Fox might nominate ; and because 
a contract to such effect is simoniacal, though it may have 
passed without the privity of the clerk, who may afterwards 
happen to be presented ; the privity of a clerk is not a ne- 
cessary ingredient in a corrupt or simoniacal contract, as has 
been established by several authorities, and particularly in Doc« 
tor Hutchinson's case, 12 Rep. 100; and in the case of Baker 
v. Rogers, Cro. Eliz. 788. 3d Inst. 154. 

Fifthly. — Because, by law, no grant can be made of the next 
presentation, when the church is empty, of which rule, though 
it has been some times said that the reason is, that the presen- 
tation is then a fruit fallen, or that it is a mere personal privi- 
lege, or that is severed from the advowson, and would pass to 
the executor ; the true and substantial reason is public utility, 
and the better to guard against the mischiefs of simony, as was 
expressly laid down by Lord Mansfield, Chief Justice, and Mr* 
Justice Wilmot, in the Bishop of Lincoln v. Wolforstan, 3 Bur- 
rough 1504, and because the contract in the present instance 
was made upon the footing and understanding of the church 
being full in name and form only, but vacant in substance and 
reality. Brookesby 's Case, Cro. Eliz, 174. s. c. 1 Leonard, 
167. 8 Leonard 256. Dyer 282. 

Sixthly* — Because the law, of which the object and policy is the 
presenting to benefices, with cure of souls, of men of learning and 
* 31 Eliz. c« 6« s, 5« 
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1829. €€ yey the next presentation alone/* It is found 
indeed that the clerk had no knowledge of the 
contrivance ; but that is immaterial if the trans- 
CHESTEB. action was simoniacal. The indenture purports 
to be a grant of the whole advowson, yet there is 
a covenant by the purchaser after a presentation 
or default for reconveyance. This unusual spe- 
cies of conveyance bears in itself a badge of fraud. 
No doubt the case of Barrett v. Glubb was under 
the eyes of the draftsman in framing the convey- 
ance. The transaction amounted to simony by 
the common law before the passing of the statute. 
If not within the letter of the statute, it must be 
construed so as to suppress the mischief. 
As a general proposition it may be admitted, that 



piety, and the preventing of scandal to religion, and prejudice 
to the church, by preferments either of improper persons, or 
from corrupt motives, will not endure the danger which would 
arise from the sale of the right of presentation, when the incum- 
bent is at the point of death, where the contracting parties know 
that fact, and where the contract is made witli a view to and 
upon the terms of an immediate presentation. 

Seventhly. — Because there is no mischief intended to be 
guarded against by the rule of law prohibiting the sale of the 
next presentation, when the church is empty, which might not 
be equally incurred, if such presentation could be sold when the 
incumbent is on his death bed, and known to be so both to the 
buyer and to the seller. 

Eighthly. — Because the statute, 31 Eliz. c. 6, ought to re- 
ed ve a liberal construction, in order to reach the evil for the 
remedy of which it was passed, and because the deed set forth 
in the record was only a contrivance to pass an immediate pre- 
sentation for money, in violation of the policy and evasion of the 
provisions of the statue. 

Liastly. — Because in Sfieldon v. Brett, Winch 63, it was ex- 
pressly decided, that a grant of the next turn for money was 
simoniacal, when the parson was sick in his bed, and ready to die« 
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the line of distinction is between vacancy and 1829. 
plenarty. But in the Bishop of Lincoln v. Wolver- 
ston^* the Judges did not agree that the question 
rested on the ground, that by vacancy the thing chestbh. 
became a chose in action, but rather that public 
policy forbad the dealing for presentations during 
a vacancy, for fear of simony. In the stat. 3. 
Elizabeth there is no definition of simony. It 
must therefore have been an ofience at common 
law, which inference is borne out by other autho- 
rities f. The statute only provides for penalties, 
and takes away the necessity of proceeding in 
the spiritual court. The words of the statute 
are " directly or indirectly," and it prescribes no 
time, which is another circumstance to be consi- 
dered. According to the statute, simony may be 
when the church is full. The receipt of money 
by Trafford brings the case within the word 
*' indirectly." He received the money to enable 
another person to present. The transaction accord- 
ing to the understanding of all the parties, was to 
be effected the very same day. Upon the question 
of construction the statute of Elizabeth is penal in 
some respects, but remedial in others, and statutes 
are to be construed according to the spirit, not 
the letter. J In the j udgment in the Court below, 
many cases -were cited to show that statutes 
should be construed by equity. As cases upon 
the statutes of usury, there being no special 
words in the statute, so cases on fraudulent pre- 
ference in bankruptcy. 

Lord Eldon. — Can we apply the cases as to 
fraudulent preference in bankruptcy to this spe- 

* 5 Barr. 1504. f Co. Litt 17.b« 3. iDSt, 153. 

X 2 Inst. 152. Hardres 207, 208. 
VOL. III. L 
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1629. cial verdict ? The doctrine must now be taken to 
be law. But I remember when it did not prevail. 
According to the early cases the doctrine as to 
CHBSTBB. fraudulent preference was discountenanced by 
Courts of Equity. 

Lord Macclesfield in one case * expresses a very 
strong opinion upon this subject. The first case 
in the courts of common law^ was Alderson v. 
Temple, 4 Burr. 2235. In that case three of the 
Judges decided on the ground that the contract 
was not completed. That case was followed by 
Harman v. Fisher. '\ 

The Solicitor General. — The construction upon 
the statutes of simony is the same in equity. In 
Grey v. Hecketh, J Lord Hardwicke was of opinion 
that Courts of Equity contemplate the evasion of 
the statute. 

This contract is a clear evasion upon the facts 
proved by the special verdict; the incumbent 
was treated as dead by the parties to the con- 
tract. If the living becomes void by other modes, 
as resignation, which may be contrived, will 
not the statute apply to such cases ? So in the 
case of cession, where the resignation and ces- 
sion is contrived between the parties.^ The 
case in Winch is put in the abridgments of 
Bacon, Viner, and Comyn, and received the sanc- 
tion of Chief Justice De Grey in Barrett v. 
Glubb. In Kitchen v. Calvert, Baron Bromley 

♦ Cook V. Goodfellow, 10 Mod. 489. in which Lord Maccles- 
field, according to the report, declared that an assignment made 
on the eve of bankruptcy by a mother to her children, was just 
and commendable. The case of Dudley, 2 P. Wm. 427. 
t Cowper, 1J7. } Ambler, 268. 

§ Greentoood v. Bishop qf London, 6 Tan. 727, 
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says, *' the intent of the statute is to eradicate 1829. 

" all manner of simonies, and therefore, the 

** words are not, * if any man give money to be 

^* presented,' but they are, * if any present for chmtbb. 

*' money,' and the jurors here found 20/. given, 

** and nothing for what it was given, or to whom 

" it was given ; for if money be the meede, a 

^' presentation is void, and in our case without 

*' notice of the parson, the admission and all 

** which ensued thereupon is void, by reason of 

*^ the simony in the patron, and is void in the 

«' parson also ; and if in this case, we are not 

^* within the words of the statute, we are within 

** the intent clearly." 

It is not the less simony because the presentee 
is not privy to the contract.* The case of Bar^ 
rett V. Glubb is different in many particulars, 
and it was a fair purchase of the advowson ; 
there was no fraudulent intent to evade the sta- 
tute. It was a fair and honest contract. 

The Lord Chancellor. — It appears by the bill 
and answer that he was in a very dangerous state 
at the time of the contract — this appears by a 
letter, dated the 10th of August. 

Lord Eldon. — The expression of the letter is 
" that not a moment is to be lost." 

The Solicitor-General. — In this case the con- 
tract began and ended on the same day ; in Bar- 
rett V. Glubb, it was going on for a month. It 
was not argued in that case that it was virtually 
within the statute. Here the finding of the jury 
is of fraud. 

* Baker v. Rogers, Cro. Eliz. 
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1829. In reply.— 

The case in Winch as digested by Comyn, sup- 
poses the bargain to be with the presentee. In 
cHBSTBR. Baker v. Rogers, the living was void : the statute 
relates only to presentation, not to the contract 
for conveyance. 
Lord Eldon. — 

This is a very important case, regard being had 
to the various decisions upon the subject. As to 
the case of Barrett v. Glubb, it is certainly a strong 
decision ; there is some difficulty in saying that that 
was a contract which the judge of a Court of 
Equity should have directed to be carried into 
execution. The law of simony was perhaps not so 
well understood formerly. That case has the autho- 
rity of Lord Bathurst and of Lord Chief Justice De 
Grey, who adhered strictly to the rules of law, as 
contradistinguished from equity. In that case 
Lord Bathurst was of opinion, that the contract 
might be enforced in equity, if the law would sanc- 
tion the means by which it was concocted. The 
Court of Common Pleas were of opinion that 
the advowson, including the next presentation, 
might be sold under the circumstances disclosed 
by the bill and answer. 

The circumstance that the injunction was not 
continued is of no consequence, because as it 
was continued until the return of the certificate, 
the parties would not be at liberty to act without 
the authority of the Court ; that is, therefore, 
a decision to be reconciled with this. It has 
been argued that no fact of fraud has been found, 
but the question is whether it is not a fraud on the 
law. The question is whether, regard being had 
to the law of simony, if the doctrines as to fraud 
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on the law are applicable, the case is under thie 1B29. 

circumstances brought within the rule. As to 

the modern doctrine upon fraudulent preference ^• 

VI 1 n r^ f r,' 1 B18H0I w. 

m bankruptcy, the case of Hornby v. Fisher^ chbstbr. 
could not then have been supported ; but having 
been long followed in subsequent decisions, it is 
not now to be disturbed. It is not usual to put 
to the judges a direct question, but I should 
propose the same question in substance, indi- 
rectly, viz. " Whether on the whole of the mat-. 
'* ter contained in the special verdict, the right 
*' to present on the death of Bradshaw was in 
" E. V. Fox." 



The following question was then put to the 
judges :— 

** Whether upon the whole of the matters 
** stated or referred to in the special verdict, 
** the right to present to the rectory or parish 
*' church of Wilmslow, upon the death of the 
" Rev. J. Bradshaw, was by law vested in E. V. 
" Fox, the Plaintiff in error." 

Lord Chief Justice Best. — After stating the 3d June, 
question put to the Judges, proceeded as fol- 
lows : — ^The Judges who heard the argument at 
your Lordships' bar are unanimously of opinion, 
that, upon the whole of the matters stated or 
referred to in the special verdict, the right to pre- 
sent to the rectory or parish church of Wilmslow, 
upon the death of the Rev. Joseph Bradshaw, 
was by law vested in Edward Vigor Fox, the 
plaintiff in errror. 

The patronage of churches was at first yielded 
by the Bishops to the lords of manors, who 
founded or endowed them, and annexed them to 
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1829. the manors in which the churches were situated* 

^^ By the grant of a manor, the advowson appendant 

^' to it passes to the grantee. Many of these ad- 

filSHOP OP *^ .^ ••/•I 

cHESTEB. vowsons have smce been severed from the manors 
to which they were appendant. But although 
advowsons, when in gross, as these which are 
separated from the manors to which they be- 
longed, are called, and are a species of spiritual 
trusts, yet they have been said by Lord Kenyon 
and other Judges to be trusts connected with 
interests ; and they certainly do not lose the tem- 
poral character which originally belonged to 
them, but may be sold either in perpetuity, or 
for the next or any number of avoidancies. 

If the perpetual advowson be sold when the 
church is void, the next presentation will not pass ; 
and if the next avoidance only be sold after the 
death of the incumbent, the sale is altogether void. 
It may be wise to carry the restraint on the sale of 
this species of property still further, and to say 
the next avoidance shall in no case be sold. Un- 
doubtedly, much simony is indirectly committed 
by the sale of next presentations. If it is proper 
to prevent the giving of money for a presentation, 
it seems equally proper to prevent the sale of that 
which gives the immediate right to present. But 
the Courts of Law have never thought that they 
were authorized to go to this length : and even in 
cases where the purchase of the next presenta- 
tion seemed to bring a party nearer to simony 
than any other case, it was found necessary to have 
the aid of the Legislature to prevent such pur- 
chases. A clergyman might buy a next presenta- 
tion, and present himself, before the passing of 
the statute of 12 Ann, cap. 12, The pream- 
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ble to the second section of that statute states, 1829. 
that '* some of the clergy have procured prefer- 
ments for themselves by buying ecclesiastical *'• 
livings:" and then the section provides, that if chesteb, 
any one, who shall either directly or indirectly 
take or procure the next avoidance, for money, 
reward, gift, profit, or benefit, shall be presented 
or collated, (which words limit the operation 
of the act to clergymen,) it shall be deemed 
simoniacal. 

It seems to me, that if the terms of the statute 
of Elizabeth could be extended by equity, the 
case of a clergyman buying a presentation with 
the intention of presenting himself, might have 
been reached without any other Act of Parlia- 
ment. If such a case as this was not within the 
statute of Elizabeth, the case on which your Lord- 
ships have desired our opinion cannot be affected 
by that statute. The church, in the present case, 
was full ; no clergyman was privy to the agree- 
ment; and the living was not intended by the 
plaintiff* in error, at the time when he bought the 
presentation, for the clerk, whom he afterwards 
presented. 

But I would observe, that persons have re- 
covered who appeared to be dying. The special 
verdict only states that the incumbent, at the 
time of the sale, was afflicted with a mortal 
disease, so that he was then in extreme danger of 
his life, and his life was thereby greatly despaired 
of, and that he was so afflicted with such mor- 
tal disease, and in extreme danger of his life, 
and his life was and continued to be greatly 
despaired of until his death, which happened at 
half-past eleven at night of the day on which the 
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18^. sale was completed. Many who are afflicted with 
mortal diseases, and are from such diseases thought 
to be in imminent danger of dying, live for a con- 
cHESTBR. siderable time ; and the effect of the diseases are 
sometimes so far suspended, that the persons so 
afflicted become again capable of performing the 
duties belonging to their stations in life. 

If this conveyance was void, it must have been 
void at the time when it was executed, and would 
so remain into whatever hands, and under what- 
ever circumstances the right of presentation might 
have passed. Now, if this incumbent had been 
restored to apparent health, and the vendor had 
so]d the presentation to another person ignorant 
of the circumstances under which the first sale 
was made, it would be most unjust to hold that 
the second sale was void ; and yet this would be 
the necessary consequence of a decision, that the 
first sale was simoniacal. While the law permits 
the next presentations of livings to be sold dur- 
ing the life of the incumbent, as long as the incum- 
bent is alive, the sale is good. Every one who 
purchases a next presentation, contemplates the 
death of the incumbent. If this contemplation 
made the sale void, no sale of a next avoidance 
could be good. If the death of the incumbent, 
and the prospect of using the presentations, may 
be contemplated, the time when the death is to 
happen cannot be material. 

This case has been compared by the counsel 
for the defendant in error to those of contemplation 
of bankruptcy ; but a party is not permitted to do 
an act in contemplation of bankruptcy, which is 
injurious to creditors. A transfer of goods, or pay- 
ment of money in contemplation of bankruptcy. 
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was before the 6th Geo. 4, void. By that act such 1829. 
a transfer or payment is an act of bankruptcy, be- 
cause such transactions are direct frauds upon the v. 

BISHOL 

creditors of the bankrupt. But the death of an chbster' 
incumbent may be contemplated, and the pur- 
chasing of the next avoidance, in consequence of 
such contemplation, is no fraud upon any one. 
The cases, therefore, have no resemblance to each 
other. The making the legality of the transac- 
tion to depend upon the state of the incumbent's 
health, would give occasion to much expensive 
litigation, and, probably, to much false swearing, 
and would keep churches for a long time void. 

The affairs of men are best regulated by broad 
rules, such as exclude all subtle disputes, all 
doubtful unsatisfactory enquiries. It would be 
difficult to establish a rule that should settle 
what degree of probability of the approaching 
death of an incumbent should prevent the sale of 
the next avoidance of a benefice, and more diffi- 
cult to ascertain by evidence, when an incumbent 
was within that degree. The most convenient 
rule is that which 1 conceive the law has already 
established; namely, that the right to sell the 
presentation continues as long as the incumbent 
is in existence. 

The judgment of the Court below is, according 
to the words of the Chief Justice '* founded on 
the language of the 31st Elizabeth, cap. 6, and 
the well-known principle of law, that the provi- 
sions of an Act of Parliament shall not be evaded 
by shift or contrivance." The words of the fifth 
section of the act are, ** That if any person shall, 
for any sum of money, reward, gift, profit, or be- 
nefit^ directly or indirectly, or for or by reason 
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1829. of any promise^ agreement, grant, bond, covenant, 
or other assurance, of or for any sum of money, 
^' reward, gift, profit, or benefit whatever, directly 
CHESTBR. or indirectly present or collate any person to any 
benefice, or give or bestow the same, for or in 
respect of any such corrupt cause or considera- 
tion, &c/' This clause applies only to the person 
presenting to the living. If he has received no 
reward, or promise of reward, the presentation is 
not affected by the terms of the act. The Plain- 
tiff in error, who made the presentation, received 
no reward, nor had any expectation of reward, 
for making this presentation. I ag^ee, that if 
some other person had received a reward for the 
Plaintiff in error, and was to account to him for 
it; if the Plaintiff in error was not the real pur- 
chaser of the avoidance, but the person presented, 
or some one in his behalf, these and many other 
things might be considered as frauds on the act, 
and have avoided the contract. But such things 
should have been shewn by the pleadings and 
found by the jury. All that appears on this re- 
cord, is, that the Plaintiff in error bought the 
next avoidance of a living that was full, and that, 
without any corrupt consideration, be used the 
right of presentation, which he had purchased : 
all this he had a right to do. There is no circum- 
stance found that shews this to have been a fraud 
on the Act ; unless it be a fraud on the Act to 
buy the presentation to a living, which the seller 
and buyer expect will soon become vacant. Pre- 
sentations are bought and sold every day, with 
this expectation. 

There is no legal authority to support the 
judgment of the Court, except a short and loose 
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note in Winch's Reports of Hatton, saying Ifi29. 
what used to be done in Chancery ; on the other 
hand^ the case of Barrett v. Glubb^ is directly *• 
opposed to the judgment of the Court of Chester. 
King's Bench. It was thought that the case 
had not the weight of a judicial decision, be- 
cause it was not acted upon, but it was acted 
upon — Lord Bathurst decreed the conveyance of 
the advowson, which included the next presen- 
tation, and gave the purchaser and his clerk their 
costs. The seller must have acquiesced in this 
decision, or he would have prosecuted his quare 
impedit, and if the Common Pleas had retained 
the opinion that they had certified to the Chan- 
cellor, he might have carried it by a bill of ex- 
ceptions to the King's Bench. When the Chancel- 
lor decreed a conveyance, without doubt it was 
such a conveyance as gave the purchaser a legal 
title from a time before the death of the incumbent, 
by making the assignment take effect from the 
date of the contract to assign. There was there- 
fore no occasion for any injunction, as was sup- 
posed by the King's Bench ; the question by the 
conveyance decreed was fairly raised for another 
Court of Law, if the party had not completely 
acquiesced in the judgment of the Common 
Pleas, confirmed by that of the Chancellor. 
There are no other cases in the books, which 
bear much on the question proposed to us. 

For the reasons given in support of the Judge's 
answer to that question I only am responsible. 

The Earl of Eldon. — This case involves ques- 
tions certainly of very considerable importance. 
A case upon the same subject was decided by 
the Court of Common Pleas many years ago. 
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1829. and the manner in which that case was decided 
in the Court of Common Pleas was of very 
great, importance ; first, because it was decided 

CHESTER, by most learned judges, and secondly, because 
it was a case in which a Court of Equity sent 
the case for the opinion oft hat Court of law, in 
order to enable the Court of Equity to decide 
what it should do in equity. 

The case was thus : — There had been a pur- 
chase of an advowson, the incumbent being at 
the time in such a state that he died within 
two days afterwards. The period was very 
nearly, if not exactly the same as in the present 
case. It was one circumstance in that case, that 
the intended purchaser of the estate stated that 
there must be no delay, but that the contract 
should be immediately completed. The Court at 
that time was filled by Lord Chief Justice De 
Grey, a very eminent judge, Mr. Justice Black- 
stone, and by two other judges. The case was 
sent for the opinion of the Court of Common 
Pleas, for the purpose of enabling the Lord 
Chancellor, Lord Bathurst, to determine whe- 
ther the contract should be carried into execu- 
tion by an actual conveyance. That being the 
nature of the case, and that being a case in equity, 
makes it a much stronger case than if the Court 
of Equity had not taken that course ; for with 
respect to many cases of contract, which come 
before Courts of Equity, the parties resort to a 
Court of Equity because it is conceived there 
are grounds upon which a Court of Equity will 
gprant its interposition to carry into effect that 
contract. In that case the controversy was, 
whether supposing that contract to be good in 
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law, the party ought not to be left to his remedy 1829, 
at law, instead of coming into Equity for a spe- 
cific performance of the contract. The Chancel- 
lor of that day thought fit to take the opinion of Chester 
the Court of Common Pleas, upon the question 
whether the advowson being sold at such a pe- 
riod nearly approaching to the death of the 
clergyman, the presentation as well as the advow- 
son being included in the conveyance, the con- 
veyance carried with it the assignment of the 
presentation; and the Court of Common Pleas 
were of opinion that it did, and so they certified 
to the Court of Chancery. 

I observe in the proceedings in this case 
in the Court below, that the Court seems 
not to have been fully informed by the coun- 
sel at the bar, because two judges of that 
Court now concur in the opinion that this was 
a good conveyance, who then thought it was 
not so. The Court seems to me to have been 
not specifically informed as to what was the 
fact. We have heard it stated at the bar, that 
an injunction had been granted by the Lord 
Chancellor against the proceedings in the quare 
impeditf and that after that opinion of the Court 
of Common Pleas was communicated to his 
Lordship, he did not continue the injunction. 
Now that circumstance is really of no weight; 
it was quite unnecessary to continue the injunc- 
tion, because the moment it was intimated that in 
the opinion of the Court of Common Law, and 
in the opinion of the Lord Chancellor, that was a 
good contract to be carried into execution, it was 
not necessary to take the trouble of asking for 
the injunction being continued. For the convey- 
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1829. anCe was immediately executed which carried 

the contract into execution, and that conveyance 

^' havine: been executed, it would be a &:ood con- 

^OP OP ® , ^ 

CHBSTER. veyance of the presentation as well as of the 
advowson ; and the conveyance being a good con- 
veyance of the presentation, being declared by 
the Court of Chancery to be a good equitable 
conveyance of the presentation, and the Lord 
Chancellor proceeding on the opinion of the 
Court of Common Pleas, there was an end of all 
question. 

Now regarding the effect of this decision on 
human transactions, seeing that in all proba- 
bility many transactions have taken place upon 
the footing of it, it does appear to me, I con- 
fess, very undesirable that that decision should 
be shaken by the Courts of Law. I had much 
rather an Act of Parliament should be passed on 
the subject, than see a further extension of that 
doctrine, of which we have heard much in the 
argument at the bar. I most fully concur in 
the opinion which has been expressed by the 
learned Judges. 



The question was then put by the Lord Chan- 
cellor, 

Judgment reversed. 
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(common pleas — exchequer chamber.) pollock. 

(in error.) 



John Pollock, and Arthur Hill 1 r\ r j s 
-, * > Defendants. 

Cornwallis Pollock - - - J 



Upon a special verdict the Jaiy iband that by an act of Parlia- 
ment in Ireland, of the 3rd and 4th of Philip and Mary, 
it was enacted that the King and Queen, and her Buccessors, 
SiOO (hi fihoald be entitled to the counties of Leix, Slievemarge, 

nfQlj^. Irry, Glinmaliry, and Of&ly, and that for making them shire 

groundfi, a certain portion of the said counties should thence- 
forth be a shire or county, by the name of the King's 
county, &c. ; and that from the year 1^56, (the date of the 
lOUld act) the Kings and Queens of Ireland have nominated and 

lljcb appointed, and been used to nominate and appoint fit per- 

^ .. sons to fill the office of Clerk of the Peace for the King*8 

county, to the year 1798, in which year it was found that 

the Defendants in error, were by patent created Clerks of the 

tn^ Peace within every county in the province of Leinster except 

in Kilkenny, to hold for their lives, &c. ; and that they «nder 

L the patent they held, exercised the duties of the office till 

1800; and that the King's county is in the province of 
Leinster. The verdict then found that the Custodes Rotu- 
lorum of the county have appointed persons to fill that office 
in the said county, from the year 1760 to the present time, 
(1819) who have held and enjoyed the said office accord- 
ingly, with the exception of, &c. who were in possession 
«nder the Crown ; and further set forth letters patent, dated 
in 1776, appointing the Earl of Drogheda Custos Rotulorum 
of the King's county during pleasure, and also certain deeds 
or warrants under seal, whereby the Earl of Drogheda ap- 
pointed successively two Clerks of the Peace for the King's 
county, who executed the duties, and received the emoluments 
of the office without interruptioa from 177S. 
Held reversing the judgment in the Court below, that the 
Custos Rotulorum, and not the King, has by law, the right 
to appoint the Clerk of the Peace in the King^s county. 

! VOL. III. M 



HARDING 
V. 
j POLLOCK. 



I 



162 CASES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

X HIS was a writ of error from the judgment of 
ir"" the Court of Exchequer Chamber in Ireland, 
affirming the judgment of the Court of Common 
Pleas in Ireland in this cause. The Plaintiff in 
error, claimed the office of Clerk of the Peace for 
the King's County in Ireland, and had been seve- 
ral years in possession of it, under an appointment 
by the Custos Rotulorum of the county. The 
Defendants in error, claimed the same office, 
under letters patent from the Crown. The action 
was brought for money had and received, to 
ascertain whether the right to make such appoint- 
ment for that county was in the Crown or in the 
Custos Rotulorum. 

The Defendant below pleaded two pleas : first, 
the general issue ; and, secondly, the statute of 
limitations, in both of which issue was joined ; 
but^ as the Plaintiffs below sought only to estab- 
lish their right, no question arose on the second 
plea, the object of which merely was to cover the 
profits received more than six years before the 
commencement of the action* 

The case was tried before Lord Norbury, at the 
sittings after Michaelmas Term, 1819, the venue 
being laid in the county of the city of Dublin. At 
that trial, a special verdict was found, stating in 
substance as follows : '' That His late Majesty 
" King George the Third, by letters patent, under 
*' the great seal of Ireland, dated the 30th of July, 
*' 1798, granted to the said John Pollock and Ar- 
'' thur Hill Cornwallis Pollock (the Defendants in 
" error,) the office of Clerk of the Peace within 
" and throughout the province of Leinster, in 
'* Ireland^ and within every county thereof, ex- 
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" cept Kilkenny, to hold for their lives, and the 1829. 

" life of the survivor of them, which letters patent 
were duly enrolled in the Rolls Office, on the •• 
4th of August, 1798, and were duly accepted 
by the said John Pollock and Arthur Hill 

" Comwallis Pollock, and that they are fit and 
proper persons to hold the said office ; and that 
by virtue of the said patent, they duly ob- 
tained possession of the said office in the King's 
County, and exercised the duties thereof by 
them, and their sufficient Deputies, until the 
year 1 800. That the King's County is in the 
province of Leinster, and is one of the counties 
thereof; and that by an act of Parliament in 
Ireland, of the 3rd and 4th of Philip and Mary, 
and in the year of our Lord, 1556, it was 
enacted, that the king and queen, and her 

*^ successors, should be entitled to the counties 
of Leix, Slievemarge, Irry, Glinmaliry, and 
Offaly, and that for making them shire grounds 
a certain portion of the said counties should 
from thenceforth be a shire or county by the 
name of the King's County, and that the resi- 
due should be a county by the name of the 
Queen's County. That from the year 1556, 
(at which time it appears by the act of Parlia- 
ment that the lands comprised within the 
King's County were first made a shire by the 
name of the King's County,) the kings and 
queens oi Ireland have nominated and ap- 
pointed, and been used and accustomed to 
nominate and appoint, fit persons to fill the 
office of Clerk of the Peace for the King's 
County to the year 1798; and that theCus- 
todes Rotulorum of the county have appointed 

M 2 
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1829. '« persons to fill that office in the said county, 
** from the year 1760 to the present time, who 
*• ** have held and enjoyed the said office accord* 
ingly, and received the emoluments thereof, 
with the exception of Hugh and Andrew Car- 
michael, appointed by the Crown ; and of one 
James Cowly, the deputy of the said John 
Pollock, who were severally in possession un- 
** der the Crown." The special verdict then 
states, ** Letters patent of his late Majesty, bear- 
•' ing date October 30th, 1766, and duly enrolled, 
*' by which the Earl of Drogheda was fippointed 
^' Custos Rotulorum of said county during his 
Majesty's pleasure ; and then sets out a writing, 
under hand and seal, whereby the said Lord 
♦' Drogheda, in 1772, appointed Edward Moore 
** Dowden Clerk of the Peace and deputy Cus- 
tos Rotulorum of the said county, during the 
pleasure of the said Earl : And finds, that the 
said Dowden took upon himself the execution of 
the duties of the said office, and executed the 
duties and received the emoluments thereof, 
'' until his death in 1789 : And then sets out 
** an appointment of the said Henry Harding, 
(the Plaintiff* in error,) in said year to said 
office, by said Lord Drogheda, under hand and 
seal, during good behaviour : And finds, that 
said Harding was and is a proper person to hold 
the said office, and did all things necessary to 
qualify him to hold the said office, and to make 
him a complete Clerk of the Peace, and was 
'^ admitted to the said office and took on him the 
duties thereof, and has continued from thence 
to the present time to execute the duties and 
'* receive the emoluments thereof, without inter- 
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'' ruption by any person, and conducted himself 1829. 
** properly therein ; and that said Lord Drogheda 



* The arguments of coansel are omitted, because the topics 
of argument and the authorities are all noticed in the opinions 
delivered by the Judges* For the same cause the reasons 
printed at the end of the cases for the Plaintiff and Defen- 
dant in error are not reprinted. 
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" is still" (at the time of finding said verdict,) _» 
** Gustos Rotulorum of said county. The special 
** verdict then finds, that within the last six years 
** the Defendant received fees and emoluments of 
'' the said office to the amount of one shilling ; and 
'' with the formal conclusion submits the right to 
'« the Court." 

On this special verdict the Court of Common 
Pleas in Ireland, in Trinity Term, 1821, after full 
argument, gave judgment unanimously in favour 
of John Pollock and Arthur Hill Cornwallis Pol- 
lock, the Plaintiffs in the action. 

From this judgment Henry Harding, the De- 
fendant in the action, brought a writ of error re- 
turnable into the Court of Exchequer Chamber 
in Ireland, where he assigned the general error 
only. 

The case was again fully argued in that Court, 
which in June 1823, affirmed the judgment of 
the Court of Common Pleas, two of the Judges 
dissenting; whereupon the original Defendant 
brought his writ of error returnable into Parlia- 
ment, where he again assigned the general error. 

The case was argued* before the House of 
Lords, first in 1827, and afterwards before the 
Judges in 1828 
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1829, For the Plaintiff in error — Mr. John Campbell 

.«»r«.ir For the Defendants in error — ^The Solicitor Ge- 
neral and Mr. Brougham. 
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In the course of the argument a question arose 
as to a word occurring in the statute 12 Ric. 2. 
c. 10, whether it was ** clerk or clerks.*' Upon 
this question, the Lord Chancellor said, ''Mr. 
** Justice Powell interprets it, clerk of the Jus- 
tices: 'Whenever the Justices take 4s. a day 
for their time at the said sessions, their clerk is 
" to take 28.' ; ' in lour clerc' It is a clerk of the 
" whole body^ both in the French and the English 
" translation. The folio edition of the statutes 
from which I read, was printed in pursuance 
of the address of the House of Commons, — to 
" that we must refer. The other printed edition 
" is different, but unless that edition was verified 
by comparison with the record, the House 
would consider themselves bound by the edition 
printed under authority." 



it 









Another question arose upon an inconsistency 
of statement in the special verdict, the allegation 
in first part being, that '* By virtue of a patent 
(dated the 30th of July, 1798,) John Pollock 
and Arthur H. C. Pollock obtained possession 
'^ of the ofiice (of Clerk of the Peace,) in the 
" King's County, and exercised the^duties thereof 
by them and their sufficient deputies until the 
year 1800." In a subsequent part of the spe^ 
cial verdict is set tbrth an appointment by Lord 
Drogheda, in 1789, of Henry Harding, as Clerk 
of the Peace during good behaviour ; that he was 






ON APPEALS AND ^VRITS OF ERROR. 167 






<4 
« 



a proper person to hold the office^ and did all 1^29. 
things necessary to qualify him to hold the ^]^^[i^ 
" office and to make him a complete Clerk of „^,f' ^ 

^ POLLOCK* 

'^ the Peace, and was admitted to the said office, 
'^ and took on him the duties thereof, and has 
'' continued from thence to the present time, to 
'' execute the duties and receive the emoluments 
** thereof, without interruption," 8cc. Upon this 
question the following observations were made : 

The Lard Chancellor. — It says they were in pos- sad April. 
session, and exercised the duties, but there is no 
averment that they received the fees. In the 
latter part it is averred, '* that he received the 
'' fees, perquisites, and emoluments thereof, with- 
** outany interruption ;" that is, as to the possession 
of the fees and emoluments, '* with the exception 

of Hugh and Andrew Carmichael, who were in 

the possession of the office," saying nothing as to 
the fees and emoluments. Putting the whole 
record together, it appears, that the Plaintiff in 
error, was in possession during the whole of the 
period ; that he received the fees and emoluments 
without interruption ; that the Defendants in error 
were in possession, or a deputy rather in posses- 
sion, for the period of two years, and received no 
fees and emoluments : the words '' without inter- 
'' ruption," appear to be limited to the words 
** fees and emoluments." 

Mr. Campbell. — I say the word interruption 
applies to all. 

The Lord Chancellor. — Yes, so it does, if it 
stood by itself, but in the preceding page it is 
stated thus : ''And the jurors upon their oath, 
*' do further say and find, that the persons ap- 
** pointed by the Gustos Rotulorum^ have held and 
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1829. " enjoyed the said office of the Clerk of the Peace, 

uARoiNo '' ffo^ th^ y^^f 1760 to the present time, and re- 

V* ** ceived the fees and emoluments thereof, with 

POLLOCK. ' 

** the exception of Hugh and Andrew Carmi- 
** chael, who had been appointed by the Grown, 
'' and James Cowley, who had been appointed 
** by the Plaintiff J ohn as his deputy, in the said 
'' office of the Clerk of the Peace of the King's 
** County aforesaid, and who scTerally were in 
'' possession of the said office under the Crown :" 
and in a previous page it is stated, '' that they 
'' were in possession of the said office, and exer« 
** cised the duties thereof by themselves, or their 
'' sufficient deputies, under or by virtue of said 
*' patent, until the year 1800." The only way, 
therefore, in which you can reconcile these appa- 
rently conflicting averments is, to state, that as to 
the possession, there was an interruption for two 
years ; but no interruption as to the receipt of the 
fees and emoluments. ITou may so reconcile them. 

Mr. Campbell. — ^The grant by the Crown is to 
John Pollock, and Arthur Hill Comwallis Pol- 
lock. John could not appoint under this patent. 
It must be referred to some antecedent grant to 
John separately, before the joint grant was made. 

The Lord Chancellor. — In a previous part, it ap- 
pears they were in possession from 1798 to 1800. 
It seems impossible to reconcile the statement, 
if possession is material, in the different parts of 
this record. With regard to the possession, it 
states in one part of the record, that in the year 
1798 this appointment took place, and that the 
party was in possession two years till 1800. In a 
subsequent part, it states that other parties were 
in possession from an anterior period^ down to the 



At the conclusion of the argument the following 
observations were made i-^ 

The Lord Chancellor. — It appears that in the 
year 1556, a statute was passed by the Irish par- 
liament^ by, which the King's County and the 
Queen's County were created. The Custos Ro^ 
tulorum was appointed I believe after that, and it 
appears according to the special verdict in this 
case» that for a period of two hundred years, the 
Crown have uniformly appointed in the King's 
County to the office of Clerk of the Peace. 

This action was tried in the Court of Common 
Pleas in Ireland; a special verdict was found, 
and upon that judgment was given for the Plain- 
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present time, without any interruption whatever* 1^- 
It states first, that the parties who took under the 
grant of 1 798, were in possession, and exercised the 
duties thereof by themselves, or their sufficient 
deputies, under or by virtue of the said patent, 
until the year 1800, a period of about two years. 
In a subsequent part it states, that the other 
grantee was in possession, from an anterior period 
down to the present time, and received the fees 
and emoluments of the office without any inter- 
ruption. Those are the findings upon the record, 
and if they are material, they are directly at 
variance, with each other ; how is it possible that 
this House can deal with it ? I said, assuming that 
it is a material averment on the record, it is in- 
consistent in itself. It states^ without interrup- 
tion. I point this out for consideration. This 
cause has been depending ten years, and we 
should be very sorry to send the record down 
again. 
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1829. tiff. Upon that judgment, a writ of error was 
preferred to the Cout of Exchequer Chamb». 
The sabject was discnssed before ten of the 
judges ; and eight were of opinicm to confirm the 
judgment of the Court of Ccmimon Pleas* From 
that judgment of the Exchequer Chamber d 
Ireland, the writ of error has been brought to 
this House. 

It was considered during the last session of 
parliament, when this case came on for eonside* 
ration before a noble and learned friend of mine, 
who at that time held the office, which I have now 
tiie honor of holding, that the general question 
was of such importance, that it would be advisa- 
ble to request the attendance of His Majesty's 
learned judges, to obtain their opinion upon some 
of the questions, which might arise out of the 
discusrion of this subject. 

The main point for consideration is, as to 
whether or not the appointment to the office of 
Clerk of the Peace for the King's County in 
Ireland is rested in the Crown, or in the Custos 
Rotulorum. I have, with the view of obtaining 
the opinion of the learned judges as to this point, 
which will be a guide to the determination of 
your Lordships, framed several questions, which, 
with your approbation, I shall submit to the con- 
sideration of the judges ; one as arising out of 
the discussion at your Lordships' bar, to ascertain 
what opinion the learned judges entertain as to 
this point; namely, whether previously to the 
statute of Henry 8th, the appointment to the 
office of Clerk of the Peace in the English 
Counties was vested of common right in the 
King, or whether it was in the Custos Rotulorum? 
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I have also framed another question, to ascertain 1829. 
the opinion of the learned judges as to what was ^I^boim^ 
the law in Ireland up to the year 1800, with 
respect to the general counties in Ireland ? And 
I hare also framed a question more immediately 
applicable to the present subjectt whether, having 
regard to the statute passed in the year 1556 by 
the Irish parliament, and having regard to what 
has taken place under that statute, the learned 
judges are of opinion that the appointment to the 
office of Clerk of the Peace of the King*s County 
in Ireland, belongs of right to the Crown, or 
whether it belongs to the Custos Rotulorum? 
Those are the principal points of the case which 
have been argued at your Lordships' bar. 

But other questions have arisen out of the par- 
ticular form of this Record, and your Lordships 
will concur with me in lamenting that after Uiis 
subject, a subject of very great importance, has 
been now in agitation for a period of ten years, 
after a judgment pronounced in the Court of 
Common Pleas in Ireland in the first instance ; 
after an appeal to the Court of Exchequer Cham- 
ber in that country, and after an appeal to this 
House, any doubt should arise, whether from de- 
fects in the Record, the case is in such a shape 
as to enable your Lordships to decide upon it as it 
at present lies upon your table. Several questions 
will arise out of those points which are peculiar to 
this case, originating in the shape of the Record, 
and with your Lordships' permission I shall prepare 
some questions, which I consider material, arising 
out of the Record, and arising out of those parti- 
cular points to which your attention has been 
directed, with a view to obtain the opinion of the 
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18^. learned judges upon those points which are essen^ 
tial before we come to the consideration of the 
main question. 
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On 1 826, the following questions were 

proposed by the Lord Chancellor, and put by 
the House to the judges for their opinions: 

First, whether the appointment to the office of 
Clerk of the Peace within the shires of England 
did by law, previously to the passing of the Act 
37 Hen. 8, c. I, belong of right to the Crown or 
to the Custos Rotulorum of the shire, by virtue of 
his said office, or to any, and to what person or 
persons? 

Secondly, whether the appointment to the 
office of the Clerk of the Peace within the shires 
of Ireland did by law, in and previously to the 
year 1800, belong of right to the Crown or to the 
Custos Rotulorum of the said shire, by virtue of 
his said office, or to any, and what other person 
or persons ? 

Thirdly, whether the right to appoint to the 
office of the Clerk of the Peace within the King^s 
County in Ireland did by law, in and previous to 
the year 1800, belong to the Crown or to the 
Custos Rotulorum of the said shire, by virtue of 
bis said office, or to any and what other person 
or persons ? 

On the 18th May, J 829, the judges delivered 
their opinions as follows : — 

Ltttkdale J. — Upon the first question, I am of 
opinion that the right to appoint to all offices con* 
nected with tbe administration of justice, is vested 
in the Crown by the royal prerogative, and if tbe 
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Crown, by its royal prerogative, constitutes a new 1829. 
Court of Justice, it may appoint the judges of the 
Court and all the subordinate officers, upon such ^' 
terms as it shall think proper. So also if the 
Crown, by virtue of an Act of Parliament, is 
authorized to constitute a Court, it may appoint 
the judges of that Court, and also the officers^ in 
such manner as it may deem most expedient to 
carry into effect the object of the legislature. But 
if in the constitution of a Court formed under the 
authority of Parliament, the Crown is to appoint 
the judges alone, but not the officers of the Court, 
the act being silent as to the appointment of 
any officer, then I apprehend, as a matter of law, 
the power of appointing the officers belongs to the 
Court itself, or to some member or members of 
the Court to whom particular duties are assigned, 
and who in the discharge of these duties must 
commit the performance of the minor part of those 
duties to some subordinate officer or clerk : and if 
the Crown having the right of appointing the offi« 
cers, has once waived it, and has suffered either the 
judges of the Court at large, or some particular 
judge, to whom special powers are confided, to ap- 
point the officers necessary to conduct the subordi* 
nate business of the Court, then I apprehend the 
Crown cannot afterwards interfere and take from 
the Court or particular members the appointment 
of the subordinate officers ; for otherwise great 
confusion would ensue in the administration of 
such officers, acting under the authority of the 
Court, but liable to be displaced, and the Crown 
by allowing the Court • to appoint the officers in 
the first instance has manifested its intention that 
that should be the course of proceeding in the 
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1829. administration of justice in that Court. If I am 
right in taking this view of the subject, I think 
it will follow that the appointment to the office 
of Clerk of the Peace within the shires of England 
did by law previously to the passing of the Act 
of 37 Hen. 8th, cap. 1, belong of right to the 
Custos Rotulorum of the shire, by virtue of his 
office. 

The office of Custos Rotulorum and that of 
Clerk of the Peace, are offices created within 
time of legal memory ; no immemorial usage or 
prescription can therefore be applied to either of 
them. But, if it be true, that in the cases of 
courts, or superior offices entrusted with the ad- 
ministration of public justice, the principle be 
recognized that the members of the court, or 
some superior officer, have appointed the subor- 
dinate officers or clerks to assist in the adminis- 
tration of justice, then I take it on the creation of 
new courts or superior officers within time of 
memory ; the same principle will apply that the 
Court or superior officer, as the case may be, have, 
as incident to the Court or office, a right to 
appoint the subordinate officers or clerks, saving 
always the right of the Crown, on the first creation 
of the Court or superior office, to constitute and 
regulate it as it thinks proper, both as to the sub- 
ordinate officers and clerks, and in other respects 
as the Crown thinks fit. 

The oldest authority that recognizes this conir- 
mon law principle is the statute of Westminster, 
2nd, 13 Edw. 1. stat. 1, cap. 30, '' that all jus- 
'' tices of the benches from henceforth shall have 
'* in their circuits clerks, to enrol all pleas pleaded 
'* before them« like as they have used to have in 
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'' time passed." And Lord Coke, in commenting 18S9. 
upon this statute, in 2nd Institute, 425, says '* this 
** power is as antiently they used to have, that 
" is by the common law/' And he states the 
reason why this clause of the Act was passed, 
that the king had been informed that he might 
appoint the officers on the circuits, which this 
writer declares to belong to the justices, and that 
they enjoyed the same of antient time, that is by 
the common law ; and then he goes on to give 
the reason of the justices having this power. (At 
present indeed the senior judge appoints, and has 
done for a considerable time past ; how this has 
happened I cannot now ascertain, whether the 
second judge had acquiesced in the senior judge 
appointing so long that it cannot now be objected 
to, or whether the practice in modem times may 
be evidence of a usage before the time of legal 
memory, so as to found a right, such as the statute 
referred to an antient usage) '< and the reason there* 
'' of is twofold ; 1st For that the law doth ever ap-* 
^* point those that have the greatest knowledge and 
'' skill to perform that which is to be done; 2nd, 
'' The officers and clerks are but to enter^ enroll or 
'^ effect that which the justices do adjudge, award, 
" or order, the insufficient doing whereof maketh 
*' the proceedingof the justices erroneous, than the 
'^ which nothing can be more dishonourable and 
** grievous to the justices, and prejudicial to the 
«' party, therefore the law, as here it appeareth, did 
'' appropriate to the justices the making of their 
'' own clerks and officers, and so to proceed judi* 
cially by their own instruments, and that this was 
the common law. The king cannot grant the 
" office of the shire or county clerk" (who is to 
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1829. enter all judgments and proceedings in the County 
Court) '^ for that the making of the shire clerk 
r!:^-^ " belongeth to the sheriff by the common law, as 
*• in Mitton*s case it appeareth, "e/ sic de ceteris J* 
In Mitton's case, 4 Coke 32, the queen Elizabeth 
had granted the oflSce of county clerk, or shire 
clerk, to Mitton and others. The queen appointed 
Hopton to be sheriff of the county, who inter- 
rupted Af itton. It was resolved that the County 
Court, and the entering of all proceedings in it, 
are incident to the office of sheriffs, and therefore 
cannot by letters patent be divided from it, and 
after adverting to some other points which had 
been raised, it goes on to state, as a general ai swer 
to all objections, that '* great inconvenience w '- M 
'^ ensue to sheriffs, who are great and anc ht 
^* officers and ministers of justice, if such grants 
'' should be of validity, for by such, as well the 
** entering of all proceedings in the same Cor 
'' as the custody of the entries and Rolls there ' 
'' do belong to the office of sheriff.'' He procec s 
afterwards to say *^ if the Record be embezzled 
^' the sheriff shall answer for it, and therefore i^ 
would be full of danger and damage to sheriffs 
if others should be appointed to keep the entries 
** and Rolls of the County Court, and yet the 
'' sheriffs should answer for them as immediate 
** officers to the Court, and therefore the sheriff 
'' shall appoint clerks under him in his County 
** Court, for whom he shall answer at his peril. 
^' The same law of the sheriffs turn, and law and 
^' reason require that the sheriff, who is a public 
** officer and minister of justice, and who as an 
** officer of such eminency, confidence, peril and 
^' charge, ought to have all rights appertaining to 






ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROU. 175 






his office^ and ought to be favoured in law before 1^39. 
any private person, for his singular benefit and haTdIII^ 
" avail." And then it goes on to state, that the ^' 

° ' POLLOCK. 

sheriffs shall have custody of gaols, and shall put 
in such keepers, for virhom they will answer, and 
the reason given is, because they shall be answer- 
able for escapes; and it goes on state, that it 
would be against all reason that they should be 
answerable for escapes, and subject to amercia- 
ments, and yet that another should have the 
keeping and custody of the gaol. The Parlia- 
mentary declaration in the statute of Westminster, 
and Lord Coke's Commentary, and also the reso- 
lutions in Mitton's case, seem sufficient to show 
ih' An antient offices the right of appointment 
Of :ie. subordinate officers and clerks is in the 
Court or the superior officer, as the case may be ; 
and I apprehend that if a new Court or office be 
. iftted, the same rules will attach upon them. 
I reasons for it are precisely the same. The 
la ^uage of Lord Coke in his Institutes, and the 
language of the Court in Mitton's case, apply in 
eyery respect to such officers as the Custos Ro- 
tulorum and the Clerk of the P^ace, whose case 
is now under consideration. 

With t respect to the principle of new offices 
being to be governed by the rules of the common 
law, 1 would refer to the case of Wilkes r. Williams* 
That was an action on promises, and the Defen- 
dant pleaded in abatement, that he was a tipstaff 
of the Court of Chancery, and then he says, that 
there is an antient custom in the High Court of 

* 8 Term Reports, p. 631. 
VOL. III. K 
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1629. Chancery, time out of mind, that all the resident 

jj^^^^^ oflScers, clerks and ministers of the same Court of 

V- Chancery, shall be freed and quieted, as antiently 
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used to be, according to the liberties and privileges 
of the Court immemorially used, and ought not to 
be impleaded elsewhere than before the Chancellor 
or Keeper of the Great Seal ; and on a demurrer 
to the plea, objections were taken to the plea, and 
amongst others it was stated to be pleaded, as 
an exemption to offices created within time of 
memory, as to which the Court held that such a 
custom might well extend to new created offices, 
for where an immemorial privilege is claimed for 
all the officers of the Court, and some officers are 
made within the time of legal memory, they must 
also fall within the privilege. So I say here, that 
if the common law allows antient Courts and 
superior officers to appoint their clerks and sub- 
ordinate officers, the same common law principle 
applies to new Courts and newly created offices. 
The precise origin, either of the Custos Rotu- 
lorum or of the Clerk of the Peace, does not 
appear to be very well known. There were, at 
the common law, persons who were called Con- 
servators of the Peace ; some of these were such 
by virtue of certain offices which they held, others 
appear to have been elected ; the precise nature 
and extent of their functions do not appear clearly 
defined, nor whether they had a clerk to enrol 
and enter their proceedings, nor how that clerk 
was appointed. These conservators were dis- 
continued, and the mode in which the constitution 
of the conservators of the peace was changed, and 
the present justices of the peace were constituted. 
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will be seen in Lambard's Eirenarcha.* The 1829. 
origin of the justices of the peace, as at present "JJ^^^^^ 
constituted, is to be found in statutes passed in ^• 

^ POLLOCK. 

the reign of Edward the 3rd,t and consequently, 
within time of legal memory. It may be con- 
sidered that the last of these was more particularly 
that which decided the character and constitution 
of the present justices. These justices at large 
had at first the custody or keeping of the rolls, 
and even still they have them in point of law, as 
all writs of certiorari and error are directed to 
them. No mention is made in any of these acts 
of Edward 3rd, of any such officer as Gustos Ro- 
tulorum, (audit is not very clear when he was first 
constituted), nor of any such office as Clerk of the 
Peace; but in the 12th Richard 2nd, cap. 10, it 
is provided that the clerk of the justices shall 
have 2s. a day for his wages, and the clerk of the 
justices I take to be the present Clerk of the 
Peace. In the llth Henry 7th, cap. 16, the 
Custos Rotulorum is mentioned as being to have 
the oversight of the sheriffs in the cases men- 
tioned, and it seems from the reference in Lam- 
bard,:}^ that there was such an office as Custos 
Rotulorum as early as the 14th of Richard 2nd. 
It does not appear whether, previously to that 
time, there was any such person as the Custos 
Rotulorum, and if there was not, the justices 
would, as incident to their office, have a right to 
appoint the clerk, according to the rules of the 
common law. 
But as soon as the justices became a distinct 

* Cap. 4, p. $1. t Ist Edw. 3» 8tat. 2, cap. l6. 4 Edw. $, 
cap. 2. 1 8 Edw. 3, stat 8, and 34 Edw. 3, cap. 1. 
X Eiren. p. 42. 
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1829. Courts it would be inconvenient that the records 
^^^^^^ should be dispersed amongst them promiscuously. 



V. 
POLLOCK* 



and not kept together in one place. Lord Holt, 
in Harcourt v. Fox^^ says, he looks upon it, it 
was in the power of the king to appoint some 
particular person to have the custody and charge 
of the Records, and that he should be a person 
responsible to the justices for the safe keeping of 
them, and he says this was thought convenient, 
for the words at the end of the commission of the 
peace are ** we appoint you," such a one, '^ to be 
'' Keeper of the Records and Rolls of the County." 
He goes on to say '' this seems to me to be 
'' the commencement of the office of Gustos Ro- 
'' tulorum, for no one being more in commission 
" than another, it was in the power of the king, 
^ by his prerogative, to appoint one to keep the 
'' records. But, therefore, it does necessarily fol- 
'' low, that no person whatsoever could be Gustos 
** that was not a justice of peace in commission." 
Then Lord Holt goes on to consider how the 
Gustos came to appoint the Glerk of the Peace, 
he says '' the Gustos names him for this reason, 
** because the rolls and records of the sessions 
*^ being by the Commission put into the custody 
'' of the Gustos Ro tulorum, the clerk being the 
'' person that must be trusted with the rolls to 
'' make entries upon, to draw judgments, to record 
'' pleas, to join issues and enter judgments, then, 
''by common right, and by the common law of 
^* the land, it belongs to him that hath the keeping 
'' of the records to nominate this clerk, and not 
^' to any one else, and it would be the most in- 

« See 1 Shower 426, 506, 516, and Shower's Pari. Ca. 
158, 4 Mod. 167, 12 Mod. 42. 
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convenient thing in the world that the Gustos 1829. 
'* Rotulorum being entrusted with the custody of ^][J[^^ 
'' the records, by his commission, any other *- 
'' should be made Clerk of the Peace for the 
'* actual possession of these records, than such a 
<« one as he should appoint, where upon any loss 
'' or miscarriage he is answerable for it himself to 
'' the king and the subject." 

This reasoning of Lord Holt, as to the propriety 

of the person who has the records of a Court 

entrusted to him, appointing a subordinate officer 

to take care of them, is certainly extrajudicial, but 

it tells in precisely with what is said by Lord 

Coke in his 2nd Institute, commenting on the 

statute of Westminster the 2nd, as to clerks of 

assize, and the language of the Court in Mitton's 

case. 
This conjecture of the origin of the Clerk of the 

Peace being appointed by the Gustos Rotulorum, 
is called in question, first, because in 12 Richard 
2nd * he is called clerk to the justices ; secondly, 
because Lambard f calls him, in conformity with 
the statute of Ireland the second, clerk to the 
justices, and not the clerk of the Gustos Rotu- 
lorum only ; thirdly, because in the Year Books \ 
he is called the clerk and the attorney of the 
king. In the reign of Richard the 2nd, when he 
was called clerk of the justices, it does not appear 
that there was any Gustos Rotulorum ; but, (ad- 
mitting that there was, and adopting the assertion 
of Lambard, that at the time when he wrote, the 
officer was clerk to the justices, it does not follow 
that he is to be appointed by the justices. The 
justices form the Court, and therefore he may with 

* Cap. 10. t Eirenarcha, p. 394 X ^^ Hen. 7th fol. )• 
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1829. propriety be called their clerk, because he is to 
record their proceedings, aad it is his duty to 
attend the Court. 

It is to be observed also, that the legal custody 
of the rolls and records is in the justices, though 
the actual custody is in the Gustos Rotulorum, 
who is to produce them at the sessions, and upon 
other proper occasions, to the justices, and there- 
fore there is no more inconsistency in calling him 
clerk to the justices when he is appointed by 
the Gustos Rotulorum, than there is in saying 
that the rolls are in the legal custody of the 
justices, though the actual custody is in the 
Gustos, by virtue of the King's commission. But 
if Lambard's authority is to be taken, that at 
the time when there was a Gustos, the Glerk of 
the Peace was the clerk of the justices, his au- 
thority must be taken altogether ; and in the next 
paragraph he says '' Howbeit " (as much as to 
say, notwithstanding he is clerk to the justices) 
** the nomination and appointment of him hath 
'' long time belonged to the Gustos Rotulorum. 
'' And this office was also for a time given by the 
** king's letters patent for term of life, as that of 
'' the Gustos Rotulorum was, until the statute of 
*' 37 Henry 8, cap. 1, recontinued the antient order 
" of giving it by the Ctistos Rotulorum only.'' He 
therefore considers, that the antient order of giving 
it was in the Gustos. 

Then, as to his being called in the year books 
clerk and attorney of the king, nothing can be 
inferred against the right of the Gustos from that ; 
if he is to enter the proceedings on the rolls and 
records, he is, as far as that applies to entries in 
which the king is concerned, the clerk and at- 
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tomey for the king ; but that has nothing to do 1829. 
with the right of appointment. The officer on the 
circuit who. in common parlance, is called clerk ^' 

of assize, is really the clerk of the assize and clerk 
of the Crown, and is so called in his grant of office. 
The statute of Westminster speaks of the justices 
within their circuits, appointing their clerks to 
enrol pleas pleaded before them, in general terms; 
and when his duties come to be specified, he is 
called clerk of the assizes and clerk of the Crown: 
that is, he is the clerk of the assizes as to those 
things which relate to civil suits, and clerk 
of the Crown as to those things which relate to 
the Crown. It is not material to consider in 
what relation this officer stood to the Custos, 
whether he is his deputy or his clerk, or the clerk 
to the body of justices, for whom the Custos 
keeps the rolls and records ; but the question is, 
in whom is the right of appointment? He cannot 
be considered as the deputy of the Custos in the 
legal sense of the word, because a deputy may 
perform all the duties of the principal, which the 
Clerk of the Peace cannot. 

Besides the case of Harcourt v. Fot, there is the 
case of Saunders v. Owen.^ That was an assize of 
novel disseisin of the office of Clerk of the Peace. 
The case turned upon the manner of the appoint- 
ment, because at that time there was no doubt 
about the right of the Custos to appoint. In the 
report of the case in Salkeld, the Court say that it 
always belonged to the Custos Rotulorum to no- 
minate the Clerk of the Peace, but the Clerk of the 
Peace was removable whenever the Custos Rotulo- 
rum was removed or changed, and, moreover, was 

* Salk. 467. 5 Mod. 386. IstLd. Raym. 158. Carth. 426. 
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1829. removable at the will of the Custom till the 32nd 
HARDING ^^ Henry 8th, which makes him to continue in 
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quomque the Gustos shall continue in. This, there- 
fore, is a declaration of the Court as to the original 
right of the Gustos, and also considers that the 
eflfect of the statute of the 37th of Henry 8th, 
only altered the period of the duration of the 
office. In Jenkins* it is stated, that the Gustos 
Rotulorum appoints the Glerk of the Peace. 

In the King v. Evans -^ the Gustos Rotulo- 
rum having been displaced, the Glerk of the Pence 
refused to deliver the rolls to the new Gustos ; 
he was indicted and found guilty, and removed 
from his office and brought a mandamus to be re- 
stored. It was said that he was a ministerial 
officer to the Gustos, and ought to deliver the 
records to him at the end of the session. The 
Ghief Justice says, '* The Glerk of the Peace 
*' ought to make out all the process which cannot 
'' be done without the rolls. When they are 
'' completed, he must deliver them to the Gustos, 
'' but so long as they are in process they are 
" to be with the Glerk of the Peace f and, there- 
fore, it seemed reasonable that the Defendant 
should be restored ; but three judges were of a 
contrary opinion. This case does not seem to 
prove much either way as to the right of appoint- 
ment, but only as to the conduct of the Glerk of 
the Peace, and that the Gustos might require the 
rolls to be delivered to himself, if he thought fit, 
of which there could be no doubt. In the same 
case, as reported in 12 Modem Reports, Holt 
says, " the custody of the rolls belongs to the 

* Cent. 216, fo. 59* 1 4Mod. 31. 1 Show. 289. 12 Mod. 13. 
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<< Gustos Rotulorum. The Clerk of the Peace is 1829. 
*' a distinct officer, and not a mere servant/' A 
peremptory mandamus was ordered. *"- 

Then it is material to consider, whether the 
statute of the 37th of Henry Sth^ cap. I, throws 
any light upon the subject. It begins, '' Where, 
** before this time, the Lord Chancellor of England, 
^* for the time being, hath, by reason of his office 
*' of the Chancellorship, the nomination and 
'' appointment of the Custos Rotulorum^ and 
** that in like manner all and every person which 
" hath had and enjoyed the said office of the 
'' Custos Rotulorum hath had, until now of late, 
*' the nomination and appointment of the Clerk 
" of the Peace : And whereas now of late 
'* divers and sundry persons, not being learned, 
*^ nor being able for lack of knowledge, to exer- 
** cise the offices of Custos Rotulorum and Clerk 
" of the Peace, have of late years, by labour, 
*' friendship, and other means, attained and gotten 
** for term of their lives, of the King's Majesty, 
several grants, by his Highness's Letters patent 
to them made, of the said Clerkships of the 
*' Peace;" and then it goes on to enact how the 
appointments to these offices shall be made in 
future, and as to the Clerk of the Peace, that he 
shall be appointed by the Custos. Further acts 
of Parliament have since been passed as to these 
offices, but they are not material to the present 
enquiry. This recital then appears to contain a 
direct recognition of the right of the Custos Ro- 
tulorum to appoint the Clerk of the Peace. It 
says, that the Custos hath had, until now of late, 
the nomination and appointment. That must 
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1839. mean the lawful and rightful nomination and ap- 
pointment, and then it goes on to give the Gustos 
^•^^ a distinct power of appointment to the office, to 
be held as long as he should continue Gustos. 

It may however be said, that this act cannot 
be taken to recognise any pre-existing right in the 
Gustos, because it says that the Lord Ghancellor 
had, by virtue of his. office, the nomination and 
appointment of the Gustos, and which he had not 
by law. I admit that he had it not by law. The 
only way to account for this recital in the act is, 
that in point of fact, he had exercised the right, 
and which he probably had done, because he 
made out the commission ; and he might consi- 
der that it was proper for him to direct who were 
to keep the records. But at all events, there is a 
parliamentary recognition that the Crown had not 
appointed the Glerk of the Peace, at the first for- 
mation of the Gourt of the Justices, because it 
says, that the Gustos Rotulorum had until now of 
late appointed the Glerk of the Peace; and that 
now of late, persons had got . grants from the 
Grown ; and of course, it follows, that at the first 
formation, the Grown had not exercised the right, 
and that being so, the title of the Grown cannot 
be supported ; and then it becomes a question, 
whether the nomination be in the Justices at 
large, or in the Gustos Rotulorum. 

It may be said there are a great many offices in 
Gourts of Justice, where the power of nomination 
is not as is contended for by the Plaintifi^ in error. 
No doubt many are in the Grown, as to which, I 
consider that the right of nomination was reserved 
by the Grown, at the original formation of the 
Gourt. In others, it is in the Ghief Justice ; and 
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as to them, I consider that the right of th^ Ghi6f .1889. 
Justice is founded in prescription, which has taken 
it away from the Court at large. There are many 
which are appointed by the Ghief Officer, but 
tlmse are subordinate officers or clerks, who are 
appointed by the superior officers. 

In Skrogget y* ColeshiU* it appears^ that the 
office of Exigenter became vacant in 1 668, and 
afterwards Sir Riduird Brooke, Chief Justice of 
the Common Pleas died, and during the vacancy 
of both offices Queen Mary granted the office of 
Exigenter to ColeshiU, and afterwards granted 
the office of Chief Justice to Anthony Brown, who 
refused to admit ColeshiU, and granted the office 
toSkrogges; and then in Ist and 2d Elizabeth, 
the right of the parties were discussed, and it 
was held by the Judges present, viz. the Judges 
of the King's Bench and the Chief Baron, (the 
Judges of the Common Pleas being excluded), 
that the title of ColeshiU was null, and that the 
gift of the office by no means, and at no time, 
belongs or can beloi^ to the Queen, but is only in 
the disposal of the Chief Justice for the time 
being, as an inseparable incident belonging to the 
person of the Chief Justice, by reason of pre- 
scription and usage. At the end of the case, a 
reference is made to the statute of Westminster, 
and it then goes on thus : '' and so it seems in 
" reason that the Justices were before the. clerks, 
'* and made clerks at their pleasure." In this 
case, the title of the Chief Justice stands upon 
usage and prescription, and very properly so, be- 
cause by the Common Law, the right to appoint 

* Dyer 175. 
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1829. the officers of the Court, was in all the Judges of 
the Court, and the Chief Justice alone, could only 
2^ appoint by usage and prescription. But the case 
is important in this point of view, that it says 
the gift of the office by no means, and at no time, 
belongs or can belong to the queen; and the 
question then I apprehend was between the right 
of the whole Court and the right of the Chief 
Justice, which latter could only be founded on 
prescription. 

The next case to that of Skrogges is in Dyer 
176 a,* by which it appears, that the office of 
Chirographer, and of Custos Brevium in the 
Common Pleas, both belong to the king. 

The next cases are Duchess of Grafton v. ^oA,f 
and Bridgman v. HoU.^ In these cases, the 
question was between the Crown and the Chief 
Justice of the King's Bench, as to the right of 
appointing the chief clerk of the King's Bench. 
The Chief Justice claimed the right by prescrip- 
tion ; and one question was, whether the prescrip- 
tion was interrupted by an act of Parliament of 
1 5th Edward the 3d. ? But the right of the Chief 
Justice was put on the point of prescription, and 
not upon the Common Law right, for Uiat would 
have given it to the whole Court. 

Another question is, whether this right of no- 
mination is not a matter of fact, to be decided by 
a Jury, rather than a matter of Law ? But I 
think it is a question of mere Law, for the rea- 
sons I have given. The only thing that could be 
considered as a matter of fact, to be tried by a 

• Kirkham's Case. f Skinner 354. 

% Shower's Parliamentary Cases 111. 
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Jury, would be, whether the Crown had reserved 1829. 
the right of nominating the Clerk of the Justices, 
or whatever he may be called, at the time, when *• 
the first commission issued for appointing Jus- 
tices of the Peace ? and I think that Courts of 
Law may take judicial notice that the Crown did 
not do so, from a total absence of any thing ap- 
pearing to countenance such a supposition, and 
from the language of the statute of 37 Henry 8, 
where such exercise in fact is distinctly negatived, 
and from the various authorities which I have re- 
ferred to, as to the office in question, in none of 
which is it in any way supposed that the Crown 
did exercise such a right in the first instance. It 
may be said, that in the Counties Palatine^ a 
different rule prevails; and that in the County 
Palatine of Lancaster, the Clerk of the Peace is 
not appointed by the Custos Rotulorum; and 
that in Durham, the Bishop does not appoint in 
the character of Custos Rotulorum. Whatever is 
done in the Counties Palatine, is not necessarily 
according to the rule of the Common Law. But 
it depends altogether on the particular constitu- 
tion of each county, as it was originally formed 
by act of Parliament, or otherwise ; and I do not 
consider that what has been done in Counties 
Palatine, can affect the general principles of the 
Common Law. 

lam therefore of opinion upon the first question^ 
that the appointment to the office of Clerk of the 
Peace, within the shires of England, did by law, 
previously to the passing of the act 37 Henry 8, 
cap. 1. belong of right to the Custos Rotulorum 
of the shire, by virtue of his said office. 

The law of Ireland before the time of Henry the 
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1829. 2nd, was the Brehon Law. King John in the 
twelfth year of his reign, is said* to have gone into 
Ireland, and there, by the advice of grave and 
learned men in the laws, whom he carried with 
him, by Parliament, to have ordained and estab* 
lished that Ireland should be governed by the laws 
of England ; some of the Irish accepted, but others 
objected to this. In the parliament at Rithensy,f 
the Brehon Law was abolished. In Poyning's 
Law,J it is provided, that the English statutes 
before that made in England, shall be in force in 
Ireland. 

Whatever therefore were the rights of the 
Crown, or other persons in England, at the forma- 
tion of the Courts of Justices in England, were 
also the rights of the corresponding persons in 
Ireland. No act of Parliament in Ireland, before 
the year 1800, took away the right of the Custos. 
I am of opinion, therefore, on the second ques- 
tion, that the appointment of the office of Clerk 
of the Peace within the shires of Ireland, did 
by law, in and previously to the year 1800, be- 
long of right to the Custos Rotulorum of the 
shire, by virtue of his said office. 

The King's County was created by 3 and 4 
Philip and Mary, c. 2. s. 3. A new county with all 
the officers attached to it, will follow the rule of all 
other counties; and if the Crown at the time of the 
original formation of the Court of the Justices in 
England, did not exercise the right of nomina- 
tion and appointment of the officers, it could not do 
so in Ireland, either when the Court of Justices was 

* Co« Lit. 141, de Communi omnium de Hiberma consennh 
t 40 Edward 3d. * lo Henry 7th. 



HARDIMO 

V, 
POUiOCK. 



ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 189 

first formed there, or at the time of the formation 1829. 

of the King's County. The clause of the Act 

creating the King's County is as follows; " And ^^^^; 

** be it also enacted, by the authorities aforesaid, 

" that the New Fort in OflFaily be from henceforth 

" for ever called and named Phillipstown, and 

" that the said countrie of OflFaily, and such 

'' portion of the said Glinmalry as standeth, and 

" is situated of that side of the river of Barrow, 

*' whereupon the said Phillipstown standeth and 

'' is situated ; and all the segniories, honors, 

'< manors, lands, tenements and hereditaments of 

** the same country and portion, and every of 

*' them, be fr(Hn the Feast of St. Michael the 

** Archangel, next coming after the first day of 

'' this present Parliament^ one shire or countie 

'* named, known and called the King's Countie ; 

'' and shall from the said Feast be taken, reputed 

** and used as a countie or shire to all purposes 

'' for ever ; and that there shall be appointed, 

'* ordayned and made, within the said countie 

" or shire, for the rule thereof and execution of 

*' things there, sherife, coroners, escheator, clerke 

'' of the market, and other ofl&cers and ministers of 

** justice, yearly, as in other the shires or conn- 

'' ties of this realm of Ireland be or should be." 

I am therefore of opinion as to the third 
question, that the right to appoint to the oflSce. 
of Clerk of the Peace, within the King's County 
of Ireland, did by law in, and previously to the 
year 1800, belong to the Custos Rotulorum of 
the said shire, by virtue of his said office. 

Vaughan, B. — ^With reference to the last two 
questions, it is to be considered as admitted that 
the Crown, if it ever possessed the right of 
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J829. appointment to the office of Clerk of the Peace 
within the shires to which these questions refer, 
has never parted with that right, unless it passed 
to the Gustos Rotulorum in each county, merely 
by virtue and in right of his said office of Gustos 
Rotulorum. 

To the first question I answer, that the office of 
Glerk of the Peace, within the shires of England, 
did by law, previously to the passing of the act of 
37 Hen. 8th, cap. 1, belong of right to the Grown. 
The king, by prerogative, has the creation of all 
powers and offices in the state, especially those 
connected with the administration \)f justice. 
Whoever therefore insists on the right to appoint 
to any such office, must to establish a legitimate 
claim, derive his title through the Crown. But I 
apprehend this may be done, first by grant from 
the Grown ; secondly, by prescription, which pre* 
supposes such grant ; thirdly, by Act of Parlia* 
ment, to which the king is a consenting party. 

It is not argued, nor is there colour for con- 
tending, that the office of Glerk of the Peace 
rests on any Act of Parliament, as its foundation 
prior to the 37 Hen. 8. Nor can the doctrine of 
prescription, in the legal acceptation of that term, 
assist the claim, because, neither the office of 
Gustos Rotulorum, nor of Glerk of the Peace, had 
any existence before the time of legal memory. 
The case of the Plaintiff" in error must depend 
therefore on the question, whether the right of the 
Gustos to appoint can be derived from any grant 
mediately or imniediately from the Grown ; and 
on this ground I conceive it maybe defended. 
When I use the words mediately or immediately, 
I would be understood that the right to appoint 
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to the office of Clerk of the Peace may be derived J^^* 
•through the Crown by the grant -of some other 
t)ffice, to which it may be inseparably incident ; 
and that it did of right belong to the office of 
Custos Rotulorum to appbint to the office of Clerk 
of the Peace in Eiiglai^d, not by virtue of any 
express grant from the Crown, but as. incidental 
to the office of Custos Rotulorum, prior to the 
statute of 37 Hen. 8th, accessorium sequitur 
principak. It passes as an accessary to its prin- 
cipal. 

I think that can be shown by a consideratioi^ 
first, of the origin and nature of the respective 
offices of' Custos Rotulorum and Clerk of the 

• « 

Peace, and of their relative duties, as arising out 
of and connected with the Commission of the 
Peace; secondly, by the strongest, legislative 
declarations and recognitions on the subject; 
thirdly, by the authority of solemnly adjudged 
cases, some of which appear to me to be strictly 
analogous ; and by the declarations and opinions 
of the most eminent judges. And, first, as to the 
origin (as far as it can be traced) and nature of 
the respective offices and their duties, as connected 
with the Commission of the Peace. 
' It is difficult to fix, with any precision, the 
period when any of these offices were first created. 
Their origin is involved in obscurity ; and if the 
attempt to discover it, eluded the researches of 
the eminent judges, who miist have employed 
many watchful hours in this enquiry, in the reign 
of William 3rd, (I allude to the case of Harcourt 
. V. Fojc) the subsequent lapse of 130 years, has 
only ' enveloped the subject in darker mystery.' 
That the office of Custos Rotulorum is not an im- 

VOL. III. o 
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1829. memorial one, must be conceded, because the 
^^[[[^^ Commission of the Peace which gave birth to it 
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is within the time of legal memory ; but that it is 
a very antient office will not be disputed. In 
what manner the peace was maintained in very 
antient times, and before the reign of Edw. 8rd» 
whether by persons under the name of Conserva* 
tors ; whether some of them, (for example) the 
king's justices, and inferior judges, and ministers 
of justice, as sheriffs, constables, tithing men, 
headboroughs, and the like, were er qffido ward* 
ens of the peace; whether others were entitled 
to hold the same office by tenure or prescription ; 
whether others were elected in full County Courts 
in pursuance of a writ directed to the sheriff for 
that purpose; whether others again were occa* 
sionally appointed by a committee of the Crown; 
what was the extent of their authority^ and what 
the precise limits of their jurisdiction, — are ques* 
tions which it might gratify a spirit of antiquarian 
curiosity to . investigate, but from which investi- 
gation I conceive no clear light would be reflected 
to guide us in our present enquiry. 

Before the reign of Edward 3rd, it should seem 
that Commissions of the Peace were not confined 
within the limits of particular countie?, not ad- 
dressed exclusively to persons resident within 
them; their authority however, was restrained 
strictly ad conservandam pacem. 

As soon as EJdward 3|:d, ascended the thronie» 
which became vacant by. the ii)iiprisonnient» 
deposal, and nu^rder of his father, the stat. of 
1 Edw. 3rd, cap. 16, was passed, intituled* " who 

shall be assigned justices and keepers of th^. 

peace ; '' and containing this simple enactment. 
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** Item. — For the better keeping and maintenance 1829. 
^* of the peace, the king wills, that in every county 
^* good men and lawful, which be no maintainers *- 
^ of evil, nor barrators in the county, shall be 
^' assigned to keep the peace/' This short and 
geaerd act gave very limited authority to the 
persons to be appointed under it, making them 
aothing more (iian Conservators of the Peace, 
nominated by the Crown^ in addition to those who 
were already such by the pre-existing laws and 
usages of the realm. Within three years after- 
wards these justices and keepers of ttte peace 
were entrusted with somewhat more enlarged 
powers, being invested with the additional autho- 
rity to take, but not to try indictments. The 
statute of Edw. 3rd, cap. 2, after some regulations 
respecting the appointment of justices of assize 
and gaol delivery* ordained that there should be 
assigned good and lavrful men in every county to 
keep the peace ; and the justices assigned to de- 
liver tiie gaols had power given them to deUver 
the gaok of those that should be indicted before 
the keepers of the peace ; and such keepers were 
directed for that purpose to send their indictments 
before those justices. After this statute I find no 
material alteration in their authority until the 
eighteenth of the same reign, when they were to 
be empowered by a commission from the Orown, 
(if need should be) ^' to hear and determine felo- 
nies and trespasses,'* 18 Edw. 3rd, cs^. 2, title, 
justices of the peace shall be appointed, and 
their authority.* '• Item. — ^That two or three 
^' of the best of reputation in the counties shall 
^' be assigned keepers of the peace by the king's 
'^ commission ; and at what time need shall be, 

o2 
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1829. *' the same with other wise and learned in the land, 
^J^^'^ • ' shall be assigned by the king's commission to 
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*' hear and determine felonies and trespasses done 
'' against the peace in the same county, and to 
** inflict punishment reasonably, according to law 
f and reason, and the manner of the deeds/' 
WheUi in obedience to this statute, it was prayed 
by the Commons, in the twentieth year of the 
same reign, that they might have a power to hear 
and determine felonies; it was answered that 
the king would appoint learned persons for that 
office. 

So in the twenty-first year of the same monarch, 
the Commons being charged to advise the king 
what was the best way of keeping the peace of 
the kingdom, they recommended that six persons 
in every county, of whom two were to be de plus 
grounds, two knights and two men of the land, 
and 430 more or less, as need should require, should 
have the power and commission out of Chancery 
to hear and determine the keeping of the peace. 

In conformity with these petitions and statutes, 
and others which may be seen in Cotton's Ex- 
tracts from records in the Tower, commissions 
were at various times framed, assigning certain 
persons to execute the powers which the statutes 
i^uthorized the king to confer ; in which, in ad- 
dition to the general powers for keeping the peace, 
a special charge was introduced to enfprce the 
observance also of particular statutes, viz. statutes 
of Winton, 2 £dw. 3rd, and the . statute of Nor- 
thampton, 20 Edw. 3rd, with some others ; but 
the general standing authority given to the jus- 
tices to hear and determine felonies and trespasses, 
thereby constituting them complete judges of a 
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Court of Record, was not conferred upon them 1829. 
until the 34 Edw. 3rd, cap. 1, and I conceive 
that statute gave occasion to the commencement 
of the office of Gustos Rbtulorum, and the ne- 
cessity of appointing an officer to make and keep 
the rolls or records of the peace, naturally arising 
out of the execution of this commission, so much 
enlarging their jurisdiction and powers. Observe 
the title and language of the statute 34 Edw. 3, 
cap. 1 : <' What sort of persons shall be justices of 
" the peace, and what authority they shall have.'^ 
The act states, first, ** in every county in England 
'' shall be assigned for the keeping of the peace, 
one lord, and with him three or four of the most 
worthy in the county, with some learned in the 
'' land, and they shall have power, &c. And also 
'^ to hear and determine, at the king's suit, all 
/' manner of felonies and trespasses done in the 
*' same county, according to the laws and customs 
" aforesaid.'* 

I have endeavoured to trace the rise and pro- 
gress of the growing authority and jurisdiction of 
the justices of the peace, with a view to ascertain 
whether they had power to hear and determine 
felonies and trespasses, until 34 Edw. 3rd, and 
consequently, were .a Court of Record before that 
time; because, if I am correct in supposing that' 
they had no such authority, there was no necessity 
for any such officer as Gustos Rotulorum or Clerk 
of the Peace, nor do I believe either of them to 
have existed in fact prior to that period. But a 
Court of Record being then organized, and the 
justices assembled for the first time under the 
commission directed by that statute, I apprehend 
it would of right belong to them, as incident to 
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1^9* the administration of justice, iiaving records 
which must be in their custody, to appoint an 
officer, by whatever name he might be called ; 
whether Clerk of the Crown, Clerk of the Jus- 
tices, or Clerk of the Peace, to assist them in 
drawing their indictments, in arraigning their 
prisoners, in joining issues for the Crown, in enter- 
ing their judgments, in awarding their process, 
and in making up and keeping their records. 

The nature of these duties, may sufficiently 
account for his being sometimes called not only 
Clerk of the Peace, but also Clerk and Attorney 
for the Crown.* Where a question arose, whether 
all the Justices of &e Peace <Might to bring their 
recognizances to that Justice which was Custos 
Rotulorum? all agreed it was good so to order it, 
and well done ; and the Clerk of the Peace at 
the Sessions, is there described as Clerk of the 
Peace, who b Clerk and Attorney for the advan- 
tage of the King. 

In Harcaurt y. Fax, as reported in 4 Mod. 173, 
and in Hol|[s Rep. 189, the Court is reported to 
have affirmed, that the first beginning of a 
Custos Rotulorum was in the 34th year of the 
reign of Edw. 3 ; and that the reason why he 
was appointed at that time was, because the 
Justices of the Peace could not then agree among 
themselves, who should keep the records: and 
that upon application made to the King concern- 
ing the matter, his Majesty (to prevent all dis- 
putes) appointed a fit person to keep them, and 
gave him the custody of the records in every 
county. But firom very careful perusal of what 

* Year Book, 2 Hcii« 7- p* 3l> pi. 3. 
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may perhaps b^ considered as a more foil and ac- 19S9. 
curate report of the same case in Shower, where 
the opinions of the judges are reported seriatim, 
I do not collect with certainty, that the Gustos 
Rotulorum was nominated by the Crown, 
so early as in the 34th year of Edward 3. 
Lord Holt indeed observes, '* That that statute 
*^ gare occasion to the commencement of the 
'' office of Gustos Rotulorum ; for the justices 
^' being judges of record, the records of that 
** Gourt must be in their custody. But as it 
might be inconvenient that the records should 
be dispersed amongst them promiscuously, and 
not kept together in one hand, it was in the 
' power of the Grown, to appoint a particular 
person to have the custody and charge of 
** them/' Such is the langui^e ascribed tb Lord 
Holt by the report in Shower ; but at what pre* 
cise period of time the King first exercised that 
power, whether on the issuing of the first com- 
mission, after the 34 Edw. 3, or in consequence 
of the sup)posed disagreement, stated to have 
arisen atnongst the justices themselves, does 
not distinctly appear in the judgments of any 
of the judges, and I incline to the opinion that 
it was not until a later period. 

To hazard any conjectures on the subject is, 
(to adopt the phrase used in the argument of Har- 
court y. lbs), ambtUare in tenebris ; but whatever 
doud may obscure this enquiry, my reseairches 
have led me to conclude, that in a short suc- 
cession of years, subsequent to the 34 Edw. 3, 
the King introduced the clause raw found in every 
commission of the peace, containing a special 
designation of the Gustos Rotulorum by name. 
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18S9. : This fact is manifested from several passages in 
^^^^!^ Lambard, who in page 40 of his valuable work 
*• says, *' That the earliest commission extant, 
'* expressly appointmg by name, the individual 
*' to whom the custody of the records of the 
^^ peace was committed by the Crown, was in the 
** 14th year of the reign of Richard ^d/' In 
mentioning the alterations made in the terms of* 
the commission of the peace, he adds, ** And ' 
^* Stephen Bateman was then the first for Kent, * 
** to whom the credit of the records of the peace * 
*' was thereby committed, which officer is now * 
** since then called the Gustos Rotulorum ; all' 
** which matters you may find in the records,' 
•' 28th of June, 14 R. 2, part 2, membrana 35." * 
From whence L infer, that although during the ' 
interval* between 34 £dw. 3, and the 14 R. 2, ' 
comprising a period of about thirty years, the 
justices had generally the custody of the records, 
and, as incident to that custody, the appointment 
of any ministerial officer to assist them in that 
duty, (by whatever name he might be called) ; 
yet when, in progress of time, whether from dif- 
ferences arising between the j ustices themselves, 
or from any. other cause, the Crown appointed 
the Gustos Rotulorum by name, (a course of pro- . 
ceeding, which according to Lambard, obtained 
from the 14 Rich. 2), that appointmilftt in' any 
judgment, drew after it as incidentalto.it, the no- 
mination of -Clerk of the Peace, by reason of 
his possession and custpdy of the records. It is 
true, there is no mention of Clerk of the Peace,, 
by that precise name, until some time after the 
statute, 12 Rich. 2, c. 10, which recognizes an^ 
officer as ministerial to the justices in the dis- 
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charge of their duties at the sessions, under the 1829. 
denomination of their clerk. The clause to' ^^T!!?^ 
which I refer, is that which directs that every of ^' 
the said justices shall take for their wages four 
shiiliugs the day, for the time of their sessions, 
and their clerk two shillings; but I conceive 
there is nothing in that statute to negative the 
presumption, that the officer therein described as 
Clerk of the Justices of the Peace, or by abbre- 
viating the expression, Clerk of the Peace, the 
same individusd officer performing the same du- 
ties, is clearly designated. 

Indeed in ; the 13th year of the reign of Hen. 
4, the reign immediately succeeding that of Rich'.' 
2, and within twenty years of the period of 
time, when the Crown had introduced into the' 
commission of the peace, the name of an indivi- 
dual justice as the keeper of the rolls, I find the* 
Clerk of the Peace described in the year books/ 
13 H. 4, p. 10, pi. 30, as Clerk of the Sessions of 
the Peace ; for it is there . stated, that at a gaot 
delivery in the castle of Sarum, one of the jus- . 
tices, Hawkes, addressing himself to Horn, who 
was Clerk of the Sessions of the Peace, directed 
him to take down the name of the prisoner, who 
was not then indicted, that he might be enquired 
of at the, next sessions of the peace. 

I now proceed to the consideration of the 
question^ whether there be not on the rolls of 
Parliament a direct legislative recognition of the 
rights of the Custos to appoint the Clerk of the' 
Peace ? and beg leave to refer to the statute, 37 
H.8. 

In my humble judgment, the language of the 
statute is plainly declaratory of the right of the? 
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1889. Castas by law, to appoint to the office of Clerk 
of the Peace ; nor can I conceive that the law 
•^ officers of the Crown, whose duty it was to pro- 
tect the rights and interests of his Majesty, 
would have permitted such a preamble to have 
stained the rolls of Parliament, unless they had 
regarded the recent grants, by his highness's let- 
ters patent, of the clerkship of the peace, as an 
encroachment and usurpation upon the ancient 
legitimate right of the Custos, to appoint by 
virtue of his office. The immediate occasion of 
passing that statute, will appear fixxn the lan- 
guage of the preamble : — ^ Whereas b^ore this 
*' time, . tilie Lord Chancellor, by reason of his 
«' office, hath had the nomination and appoint- 
*^ ment of Custos ; and that in like manner, (that 
*^ is, by reason of his office, and incident thereto) 
M all and every person which had and enjoyed the 
'.' said office of Custos, hath had until now of 
late, the nomination and appointment of Clerk 
of the Peace ;" then it goes on to recite the 
mischiefs resulting irom the nomination of persons 
not sufficiently learned to exercise the said offices, 
by reason whereof, indictments for felony and 
murder, and other offences and misdemeanors, 
and the process awarded upon them have not 
only been frustrate and void, sometimes by negli- 
gent engrossing, by the embezzling or rasure of 
the same indictments, but also sundry bargain^ 
and sales have also been void, for lack of suffi- 
cient enrolment of the same. 

Some of the duties of Custos Rotulorum are 
here enumerated; viz. the drawing the indict- 
ments for felonies and other offences ; the keeping 
of them, and the awarding of procesa upon the 
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same ; and the enrolment of bargains and sales^ 1839. 
That these duties extend as well to the proper 
making, as to the keeping of the records, cannot 
be disputed ; for if the naked custody of them, 
without regard to their due entry and enroll 
menti were the only office required from the 
Gustos or his agent, the lack of sttffici^t know** 
ledge could not have been urged as the mischief 
which called for a remedy. From this act, there^ 
fore, I conceive the inference almost irresistible, 
that the Clerk of the Peace, had at all times, 
until recently before the passing of it, been ap- 
pointed by the keeper of the records. In this 
opinion I am fortified by great authorities. Lam* 
bard, in commenting upon this statute, p. 378, 
after observing that the nomination and appoint- 
ment of Clerk pf the Peace, had long time be- 
longed to the Custos Rotulorum, adds :— '^ And 
'* this office was also for a time, given by the 
'' king's letters patent for the term of life, as that 
'^ of the Custos was, until the second stat. of 37 
'* H. 8, c. 1, recontinued the ancient order of 
'^ gvmg it by the Custos Rotulorum only/' 

Is it possible for language to express, in terms 
more cl^ar^ apropriate, and forcible, the opinion 
entertained by this author, that this act was de- 
claratory of tibe legitimate right of the Custos to 
appoint, and of his sense of the usurpation of the 
Ciovn? Eyres J. in the case of Harcaurt v. 
Fm, as reported in Shower,* in discussing the 
several provisions of the statute 37 H. 8. expresses 
his opinion, that it must be regarded as a de- 
claratory laiw* He expresses himself in these 

* 1 Shower 51S. 
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1829. terms: — "From all which parts of this act so 
J[][2^ ** perused, 1 think it must be obvious to every 
^^J' ** man's understanding, that this act was but de* 
'' clarative of what the law was before the making 
'' of the act;'' nor does it appear to me, that the 
argument of its being a declaratory law is at all 
weakened, or the right of the Gustos to appoint 
the Clerk of the Peace in any manner impugned, 
by the fourth or fifth sections of the act : the first 
of which continued and confirmed all such as 
(being found when the act passed, in the actual 
possession of those offices) had derived their* titles 
to them, under any letters patent or commission 
from the crown ; and the last of which, the fifth 
section reserved to the Archbishop of York, the 
Bishop of Durham, the Bishop of Ely, and every- 
of their successors, the exercise of the same 
rights which they had been accustomed to enjoy. 
The fourth section I think, can be regarded 
only as . the confirmation of a suspicious and 
doubtful title. For if the king's right to appoint 
had been clear and unquestionable, where was' 
the necessity of a special enactment to establish' 
it ? Nor does the view which I have taken of the 
character of this monarch, induce me to conclude' 
that he would have condescended to compromise' 
an acknowledged right in the Crown, upon terms' 
of continuing the then present possessors in office- 
for the period of their lives. * As to the fifth sec- 
tion, I am not aware that any argument has befen 
founded upon the construction of this clause un- 
favorable to the right of the Gustos. Those 
jurisdictions are specially excepted from the' 
general provisions of the act. They may, or 
may not, have originated in similar usurpations ; 
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«nd it may have been thought expedient to confinn 1829. 
the Archbishop of York^ the Bishop of Durham,^ 
and the Bishop of Ely, and their successors, in ^^^ 
the exercise of all the liberties and authorities, 
according as they. had enjoyed the same, by the 
seal of a parliamentary enactment. 

I cannot close my observations on this subject, 
without remarking, that although the reign of 
Henry 8, has been considered as a very distin- 
guished era in the annals of our judicial history, 
yet the royal prerogative .was then strained, more 
particularly in his latter years,, to a very tyranni- 
cal height, and its encroachments sanctioned (to 
use the language of the elegant commentator on 
the laws of England) by those pusillanimous Par- 
liaments, one of which, to its eternal disgrace, 
passed a statute, whereby it was enacted, that 
the king's proclamations should have the force of 
law. 

I now propose to shew by cases strictly analo- 
gous, and ,by the opinions and judgn^nts of the 
most eminent lawyers, formed after much consi- 
deration, that the appointments of the Clerk of the 
Peace may properly be. regarded by law,;as; inci-- 
dent to the office of Gustos. Mr. Justice Gre- 
gory, in Har court v. l^or,* says, ** I do not see* 
'' but that the Clerk of the Peace» being an 
<< officer relating to the execution of the law, his 

office must be governed by those rules, which . 

govern other offices . of the like nature." I 
would, therefore adopt this mode of illustrating 
the subjects and refer to the several offices of 
Clerk of Assize, of the Shire Clerk in the County 

* 1 Shower 523. 
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1^« Court of the Shedff, of the Exigenter in the Court 
of Cornmon Pleas, and the deric of the Pleas in 
the . Court of King's Bench. I would apply At 
reasoning by which the right to appoint to those 
offices was sustained, and the principle to be 
extracted from them, namely, that law and reason 
require that the Custos should appoint, to the 
question I am called to answer. 

To take first the office of clerk of assize ; it is 
difficult to conceive two offices bearing a stronger 
resemblance to each other, than that of Clerk of 
Asffize and Clerk of the Peace. Tlie relation of 
CleriL of the Peace to the Justices at Sessions, in 
precisely the relation of Clerk of Assize to the 
Justices of Assize : they are the very indentute 
and counterpart, formed upon the same model, 
created by the same necessity, and discharging 
the same duties. By whom is the Clerk of 
Assize appointed? By the Justices of Assize. 
If it be said that the Justices of Assize derived 
their right to appmnt from the provisions- of the 
statute of Westminster, which transferred it to 
them from the Crown, 1 would answer that their' 
right* is lud in a deeper foundation, not in the 
statute, but in the common law. For, according 
to my Lord Coke, there exists a commoii law 
principle, which, without intrenching upon the' 
prerogative of the Crown, gives to the justices of 
the court, the right of appointing such officers ^ 
are necessary auxiliaries to them in the discharge 
of their judicial frmctions, and for whose qualifi- 
cations and fidelity they are responsible. This 
principle is directly recognized by Lord Coke, in 
his commentaries upon the statute of Westminster 
2; from which, according to his opinion, the 
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Judges of Assise had exercised the right; long 1S29. 
before the existence of that statute. ** Habeafd 
'* de catero amnes jfiHiciarU de imds in itmmbus ^^ 
** suU ckricos irrahdant^ omnia placita coram eis 
placUata^ sicut antiquitus habve amsuwrnnt^* 
Hereby it appearetb» that the justices of courts 
^' (generally) did ever appoint their clerks;, as 
here it is put, for example, that the justices of 
" the benches in their circuits, had clerks that 
** enrolled all pleas pleaded in them, as anciently 
«< they used to have, 1. 1. by common law/' In 
the . next passage be reiterates and confirms the 
same position, that this branch of the i statute 
declareth it to belong to the justices^ and that 
they had enjoyed the same of ancient time, i. e^ 
by common law. Here, then, is a studious db? 
claimer of the statute <tf Westminster^ aa.bdng 
the origin of the right, and aa anxiety manifested 
toprovent any misconception of bis clear opinion^ 
that the appointment ^d of right bdong» and 
was incident to the common law. His reascms 
for this opinion appear to me condasiye, and his 
authorities incontrovertible .; ** and the xeasoft 
** thereof is twofold: first,, this law dcHh? efet 
'^ appoint those who have the greatest knowledge 
«« and skill;" secondly^ hesays^that the oAcera 
and clerks are but Aa ^enter^ enrol, or effect that 
which the justices adjudge,^ awards or order; . the 
insufficient doing whereof, maketh the proceeding 
erroneous ; therefore the law (as ithere appeaseth) 
did appropriate to the justices, the making oJF 
their own clerks and officers^ and. so to proceed 
judiciatty by their own. . instruments ;. wd this 
was the common law. 

* Statute of W€8tiiitii8ter 8d, c. 30. 8 Inst 425. 
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1929. " The king cannot grant the office of clerk of 

*' the shire • or county clerk, (who is to enter 
judgments and proceedings in the county court) 
'' for that the making of the shire clerk belongeth 
^' to the sheriff of the common law ; as in Mitton^s 
** case, it appeareth, et sic de cateris, 4 Rep, 31/" 
It appears ' that Queen Elizabeth, by patent, 
granted the office of county clerk to Mitton 
for life, and afterwards constituted Arthur Hop- 
ton, sheriff of Somerset, who interrupted Mitton, 
claiming the appointment as incident to his office 
of sheriff, and thereupon appointed a Clerk him- 
self of the County Court. For Mitton, it was ar- 
gued that the grant was good, because the County 
Court was the Queen's Court; and that the Queen 
might, in her own Court, appoint a clerk to enter 
the judgments and proceedings. Secondly, that 
A. H. who was made sheriff after the patent, 
could not avoid it, for the Sheriff held his office 
only at the will of the Queen, who might deter- 
mine it at her pleasure, and the Quefen had granted 
it to Mitton for life. Thirdly, precedents were 
shewn, by which it appeared that such offices had 
been granted by King Henry 8. 

It was resolved by the two Chief Justices and 
all the Judges^ nulla contradicente out rdtictante; 
that the patent was void in law ; that the office 
of Sheriff was an ancient office, before the Con- 
quest, of great trust and authority ; and although 
the King appointed the ^hetiS durante bene fUxcito^ 
yet he could not determine in part, npr abridge 
him of any thing incident or appurteinant to his 
office. *' Resolved^that the County Court, and the 
'' entering of all proceedings in it, are incidental to 
** the office of Sheriff, and therefore cannot be 
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••* divided from it." And Scrogg's case, 2 Eliz, was 1829. 
cited. The Exigenter's case was referred to in 
Dyer 176, as to the third objection. 

But for general answer to all objections, it was 
observed, that great inconvenience would ensue to 
sheriffs, who are great and ancient officers and 
ministers of justice, if such grants are valid. For 
that as well the entry of all proceedings in the 
same Court, as the custody of the entries and 
rolls thereof, do belong to the office of sheriff; 
and if the record be embezzled, the sheriff shall 
answer for it ; and therefore it would be full of 
danger and damage to sheriffs, if others should be 
appointed to keep the entries and rolls of the 
County Court, and yet the sheriff should answer 
ibr them ; and therefore the sheriff shall appoint 
clerks under him in his County Court, for whom 
he shall answer at his peril. And law and reason 
require that the sheriff, who is a public officer 
and minister of justice, and who has an office of 
such eminence, confidence, peril, and charge, 
ought to have all right appertaining to his office, 
and to be favored in law. This is illustrated by 
the case of gaols ; the custody of which of right 
belongs, and is incident to the office of sheriff, 
who must answer for excesses. 

Mitton's case recognizes, and was decided upon 
principles directly applicable to the case of the 
Custos Rotulorum ; for it does not appear, either 
from the argument of counsel, or from the judg- 
ment of the Court, that the right of the sheriff, 
although a very ancient officer, existing before the 
conquest, was founded on prescription, but on the 
fact of his being the actual keeper of the rolls 
and entries of the Court, for which he was re- 

VOL. III. p 
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1829. sponsible ; and when it is remembered that the 
sheriff exercised a criminal jurisdiction, the she- 
riff's clerk might with propriety be considered as 
much the Attorney-General of the King, in joining 
issues for the Crown, as the Clerk of the Peace. 
In addition to those cases of the Clerk of As- 
size, and the Clerk of the Sheriff's Court, which 
appear to be strictly analogous, I would mention 
the Exigenter's case, Scroggs v. Coleshill,* for the 
principle on which it was decided ; viz. that the 
title of Coleshill was null, and that the gift of the 
office at no time belonged to the Queen, but was 
at the disposal of the Chief Justice, for the time 
being, as an inseparable incident belonging to him, 
and this by reason of prescription and usage. In 
1558, Queen Mary, during the vacancy of the 
office of Exigenter, and of Chief Justice of the 
Common Bench, granted the Exigenter's office by 
patent to Coleshill : she afterwards, by patent of 
same date, granted the office of Chief Justice to 
Browne, who refused to admit Coleshill, and ap- 
pointed Scroggs. Sir Nicholas Bacon was com- 
manded by the Queen, to examine the right and 
title of Coleshill, and to report. He convened 
all the Judges of the Queen's Bench ; Saunders, 
Chief Baron, and Gerard, Attorney-General, and 
Caril, Attorney of the Duchy, (all the Judges of 
the Common Pleas excluded) who took a clear 
resolution that the title of Coleshill was null, and 
that the gift of the office at no time belonged to 
the Queen, but was at the disposal of the Chief 
Justice, for the time being, as an inseparable in- 
cident belonging to the said Chief Justice ; and 
this by reason of prescription and usage. Dyer, 

* Dyer qud supra. 



ON APP£ALS AND WRITS OF &RROR. 209 

after citing the words of the statute of West- 1829. 
minster 2d, HabearU de ccetero omnia placita coram ^]J^^^ 
eis^ concludes with these words; *' And so it •'• 

. ' POLLOCK* 

** seems in reason that the justices were before 
^' the clerks, and made clerks at their pleasure." 

To this may be added, the case of Bridgman v. 
Holt* where the question was, whether the office 
of Clerk of the Pleas in the King's Bench, was 
grantable by the Crown, or belonged to the Chief 
Justice, and was granted by him? This officer 
was to enrol pleas between party and party only, 
having nothing to do with any pleas of the Crown. 
All the rolls and records in this office, were in the 
custody of the Chief Justice. All writs to cer- 
tify and remove the records, were directed to the 
Chief Justice. From the nature of the employ- 
ment, it was insisted, that in truth he was but 
the Chief Justice^s Clerk ; and further, it was 
shewn that for two hundred and thirty-five 
years, the office when void, had been granted 
by the Chief Justice, and enjoyed accordingly 
under such grants: and that in those grants 
were introduced these words, after the men- 
tion of the surrender to the Chief Justice : — 
*' To whom of right it doth belong to grant 
*' that office whensoever it shall be void." 
This declaration by the party claiming to appoint 
is weak, when compared with the strong legisla- 
tive recital of the right of the Custos to appoint, 
in the preamble of the statute of 37 H. 8. 

In addition to these authorities, the case of 
Harcourt v. Fox, to which I already have had 
frequent occasion to refer, should never be lost 
sight of. It is true, the question there to be 
decided was, whether upon the construction of 

• Shower's Pari. Ca. 111. 
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1829. the several acts of 37 H. 8, and the 1st of William 
and Mary, the office of Clerk of the Peace de- 
termined by the death or removal of the Gustos ; 
or whether being appointed, he did not acquire 
under the statutes, an interest quamdiu se bene 
gesserit ? 

In the decision of that question, which arose 
within five years after the passing of the act, it 
became an essential part of the enquiry, to ascer- 
tain the origin and nature of the respective offices 
of Gustos Rotulorum and Glerk of the Peace. I 
cannot therefore consider the opinions delivered by 
Lord Holt, and the other Judges, upon this branch 
of the subject, as obiter Kni extra-judicial dictCy but 
bearing pertinently and directly on the point. 
And although it was insinuated that Lord Holt's 
mind had insensibly contracted a bias, from his 
connection with one of the litigant parties in 
another cause, unfavorable to the pure administra- 
tion of justice, yet I am persuaded, that his spot- 
less integrity, and high judicial character with the 
present age, and with posterity, will afford him an 
ample shield against so severe and undeserved 
an imputation. 

The case of Saunders v. Owen * followed soon 
afterwards, which establishes the same principles. 
The Gourt held that it always belonged to the 
Gustos Rotulorum to nominate the Glerk of the 
Peace, but that he was removeable whenever the 
Gustos was removed or changed ; and moreover, 
that he was removeable at the will of the Gustos, 
until 37 Hen. 8, which continued him in office 
quousqiie, the Gustos continued, so that he de- 

* Raymond's Rep* and Salkdd quS suprd. 
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meaned himself in his said office justly and 1829. 
honestly. 

The point therefore for decision was, whether «• 
the nomination by parol was sufficient, or whether 
it required an appointment by deed ? But I am 
not aware that there was any dissatisfaction ex- 
pressed at the decision of Lord Holt, in Harcourt 
V. FoXy which was afterwards affirmed in the 
House of Lords ; and under these circumstances, 
after a careful examination of the origin (as far as 
I have been able to trace it) of the respective 
offices of Gustos Rotulorum and Clerk of the 
Peace, and of their duties, as arising out of and 
connected with the commission of the peace; 
from the legislative declaration, and recognition 
of the right of the Gustos Rotulorum to appoint, 
which, as it appears to me, is to be found on the 
rolls of Parliament,* and from the accumulated 
weight and authority of the cases to which I have 
referred as analogous, and the principles to be 
extracted from them, my mind (with great de- 
ference to the opinion of others, from whom it 
may be my misfortune to differ) has arrived at 
the conclusion, that the appointment of the office 
of Glerk of the Peace within the shires of Eng- 
land, did, by law, previously to the passing of the 
act of 37 Hen. 8, belong of right to the Gustos 
Rotulorum of the shire, by virtue of his said office. 

To the second question, whether the appoint- 
ment to the office of Clerk of the Peace within 
the shires of Ireland did by law, in and previously 
to the year 1 800, belong of right to the Crown, 
or to ^e Custos Rotulorum of the shire, by 

♦ Statute 37 Hcii. 8. 
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1829. virtue of his said office, or to any and what other 

^^^^^ person or persons ? I answer that I conceive it 

^' to have belonged of right to the ICustos RotUT 

POLLOCK. r 1 t . i- 

lorum of the shire, by virtue of his office. 

As early as the reign of King John, a regular 
code or charter of English laws was granted 
by that monarch, about the twelfth year of 
his reign, and deposited in the Exchequer of 
Dublin, under the king's seal, for the common 
benefit of the land, (as the public records express 
it) that is, for the common benefit of all who 
should acknowledge allegiance to the Crown; 
and for the regular and effectual execution of 
those laws, the king's four Courts of judicature 
were established upon the model of the four 
superior Courts of England ; and a new and more 
ample division was then made of the king's lands 
of Ireland into counties, in which sheriffs and 
other officers were appointed, in accordance with 
the system of government prevailing in England. 
If then the office of Clerk of the Peace was inci- 
dent to the office of Custos Rotulorum in Eng- 
land, it seems to me to follow as a necessary 
natural consequence, that the same rule must 
hold in Ireland ; the nature of those several offices 
and the duties required in relation to them being 
the same in both countries. The various Irish 
acts of Parliament referred to,* directing docu- 
ments to be deposited by the Clerks of the Peace, 
among the records of their respective counties, 
and requiring them to give attested copies, 
appear to me strong legislative recognitions, that 

* 13 and 14 G. 3, c. 26. S3 and 34 G. 3, c. 39. 40. 35 
G. 3, c. ?9. 34 G. 3, c. 25. 40 G. 3, c. 80. 
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the appointment of the office of Clerk of the 1829. 
Peace in Ireland is incidental to the office of 
Gustos. The act passed so recently as 1 G. 4, ^' 
c. 27, which gives the Clerk of the Peace right to 
hold the office quamdiu se benegesserit, shews that 
before that time, the appointment of Clerk of the 
Peace was determined by the death or removal 
of the Gustos who appointed, and therefore fur- 
nishes a strong inference that the appointment 
of Clerk of the Peace in Ireland, was, by law, 
incident to the office of Gustos before the union. 

By the cases also that have been decided in 
Ireland, of the King v. Fergusson, and the King 
V. Severn^ and Falkiner,* this seems to have been 
received, declared, and acted upon, as the law of 
that country. 

To the third question, whether the right to 
appoint to the office of Clerk of the Peace within 
the king's county in Ireland, did, by law, in and 
previously to the year 1 800, belong to the Grown, 
or to the Gustos Rotulorum of the said shire, by 
virtue of his said office, or, &c. ? I also answer, 
that the right to appoint to the office of Clerk 
of the Peace within the king's county in Ireland, 
did, by law, in and previously to the year 1800, 
belong to the Gustos Rotulorum of the said shire, 
by virtue of his said office. 

The frame of this question, has not failed to 
draw my attention to the consideration of any 
distinction, which the historical fact, that the 
king's county was not formed into a county until 
the 3d and 4th year of the reign of Philip and 
Mary, in the year 1556, might naturally suggest 

I do not, however, apprehend that this circum- 

♦ Post, p. ai6. 
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1S29. stance can in any manner vary the question, 
having taken occasion to state in the most distinct 
and unqualified terms, that neither in England 
nor in Ireland can the right of the Gustos to 
nominate the Clerk of the Peace be maintained 
upon the ground of prescription^ the office of 
Gustos Rotulorum and of Glerk of the Peace in 
both countries, and the very county also in 
Ireland to which this question more directly 
applies, being each and every of them created 
and existing only within the time of legal me- 
mory. 

But the moment in which the king's county 
became a county, however recent its formation, I 
conceive that the right to appoint a Glerk of the 
Peace, upon the principle, and for the reasons I 
have before stated, as applicable to England, 
became eo instanti indispensably incident to the 
office of Gustos Rotulorum in Ireland, there 
being no provision in the statute of Philip and 
Mary to alter the law in this respect. 

Being formed upon the model of other coun- 
ties, with similar officers, such as Gustos Rotu- 
lorum, sheriffs, &c. their appointment would be 
regulated and controlled by the same laws which 
prevailed in the government of those counties. 

When, in the reign of Henry 8, the shire of 
Monmouth was created by a severance and divi- 
sions of the Lordships and marches within the 
country or dominion of Wales, and by a union 
and annexation of certain portions of them 
thenceforth, by legislative enactment, became 
part and member of the new shire of Monmouth, 
with a Gustos, sheriff, and other officers, I con- 
ceive that to the sheriff belonged the right of 
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appointing the shire clerk of the County Court, 1829. 
and to the Custos Rotulorum the right of ap- 
pointing the Clerk of the Peace, as incident to 
his office, in the same manner as in the most 
ancient counties in this realm. 

Conceiving therefore the decision of this last 
question to depend upon the same principles, in 
the explanation and development of which, I fear 
that I have drawn but too largely upon your 
Lordships* patient attention, in my discussion of 
the merits of the first question, I conclude with 
expressing my humble opinion, that the right to 
appoint to the office of Clerk of the Peace 
within the king's county in Ireland, did, by law, 
in and previously to the year 1800, belong to the 
Custos Rotulorum of the said shire, by virtue of 
his said office. 

Gaselee, J. — As I have reason to believe that 
all my learned brethren who are now present, 
with the exception of one, will concur in the 
answer which has been given by my learned 
brother who has preceded me, to the several 
questions propounded by your Lordships ; and as 
he has entered so fully and ably into the investiga- 
tion of the grounds and reasons, on which he has 
founded those answers : I think it is not only 
unnecessary, but that it would be an inexcusable 
waste of your Lordships' time, were I to enter 
into any lengthened discussion upon the present 
occasion. I shall, therefore, content myself with 
saying generally upon the first of the questions, 
that it appears to me clearly, that the act of Par- 
liament referred to in this case, is a declaratory 
act ; and that upon an attentive consideration of 
that act, and the several authorities which have 
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I8S9. been cited and commented upon by my learned 

^^^[[^^ brother, I am of opinion^ that the appointment to 

*• the office of Clerk of the Peace within the shires 

POUiOCX. 

of England, did, by law, previously to the passmg 
of the act of 37 Hen. 8, c« 1, belong of right to 
the Gustos Rotulorum of the shire, by virtue of 
his said office. 

Upon the second question, in the absence of 
any means of ascertaining precisely the course 
adopted upon the introduction of the sessions, 
and of the office of Gustos Rotulorum^ and Glerk 
of the Peace into Ireland> the natural presumption 
is, that it would be that which had been pursued 
in England. But it does not rest on presump- 
tion only. The two cases of the King v. Fergu* 
son, and the King v. the Justices of the Peaccp of 
the county of Upperary, and Frederick Falkener 
the Clerk of the Peace in the said county,* appear 
to me to be decisive, and to be in support of the 
rights of the Gustos Rotulorum. It is observable, 
that the grant under which the Defendant in 
error claims, which is a grant of the office of 
Glerk of the Peace of the whole province of 
Leinster, of which the county of Longford, and 
also the king's county, are members, (except 
Kilkenny) is dated the 30th July, 1798, and that 
seven months after the date of that grant, the 
right of Ferguson to the office of Glerk of the 
Peace for the county of Longford was established. 
I am therefore of opinion, that the appointment 
to the office of Glerk of the Peace within the 
shires of Ireland, did, by law, in and previously 
to the year 1800, belong of right to the Gustos 

* Cited in the appendix to the case of the Plaintiff in error. 
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Rotulorum of the shire, by virtue of his said 1829. 
office. 

Upon the third question, I do not see any suffi* ^,f^ 
cietit ground for niaking a distinction between 
the king's county and the other shires of Ireland. 
The act of Parliament constituting the king^s 
county, does not recite any. The clause is very 
short ; it enacts '' That certain portions of land 
'' therein described, shall be one shire or county, 
<< named, known, and called the king's county, 
" and shall be taken, reputed, and used as a 
*' county or shire, to all purposes whatsoever/' 
It goes on to add, that ** there shall be appointed, 
** ordained, and made within the said county or 
'' shire, for the rule thereof and good order of 

things, three sheriffs, coroner, escheators, 
' clerk of the market, and other officers, and 

ministers of justice, yearly, as in other the 
** shires or counties of this realm of Ireland be, 
** or should be." It might, perhaps, be sufficient 
to say, that the Clerk of the Peace is one of the 
officers and ministers of justice ; but in addition 
to that, I would refer to the case of the county 
of Monmouth, as strictly analogous^to the present. 
The statute making that an English county, says 
nothing of a Gustos Rotulorum, yet he is ap- 
pointed, and appoints the Clerk of the Peace, in 
the same manner as is done in other English 
counties. It is made an English county by the 
27th Hen. 8, c. 26. I do not find that there was 
any Custos Rotulorum of any of the Welsh coun- 
ties, until after that period. The 27th Hen. 8, c. 
5, authorises the making Justices of the Peace 
within Chester and Wales. By 34 and 36 Hen. 
8, p. 26, intituled an act for certain ordinances in 
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18^- the king's dominion, and principality of Wales, 
reciting that there were twelve shires in Wales, 
eight old ones and four new, by 27 Hen. 6, be- 
sides Monmouth; it enacts (section 53) *' that in 
'' each of the twelve shires there shall be Justices 
'* of the Peace and Quorum, and also one Cus- 
'' tos Rotulorum ; that the said Justices of the 
** Peace, Justices of Quorum, and Gustos Rotu- 
*' lorum, shall be named and appointed by the 
*^ Chancellor of England, by commission under 
*' the king's great seal of England,'' taking no 
notice of the Clerk of the Peace, who, I believe, 
is constantly appointed by the Custos Rotulorum, 
as in the English counties. 

With respect to any objection which may be 
made, on account of the length of time, during 
which, it appears by this case, that the Crown 
have actually appointed the Clerk of the Peace 
in the king's county, 1 would merely observe, that 
in the case of the King v. Falkener, it appeared 
that the Crown had appointed the Clerk of the 
Peace for the county of Tipperary, for a very 
considerable period after the act of Parliament, 
which abolished the appointment in the Duke of 
Ormond, though not so long as the Crown ap- 
pointed the Clerk of the Peace for this county ; 
but notwithstanding that, the appointment was 
held to be in the Custos Rotulorum. 

On these grounds, I state it to your Lordships, 
as my humble opinion, that the right to appoint 
to the office of Clerk of the Peace within the 
king's county in Ireland, did, by law, in and pre- 
viously to the year 1800, belong to the Custos 
Rotulorum of the said shire, by virtue of his said 
office. 
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Bay ley, J. — I regret extremely, that I cannot 1829. 
bring myself to concur in the opinion, which the 
other Judges have formed in this case. The first ** 
question proposed by your Lordships to our con- 
sideration is this : Whether the appointment to 
the office of Clerk of the Peace within the shires 
of England, did, by law, previously to the passing 
of the act of 37 Hen. 8, c. 1 , belong of right to 
the Crown, or to the Custos Rotulorum of the 
shire, by virtue of his said office, or to any and to 
what other person or persons ? I have the misfor- 
tune to think it of right belonged to the Crown, 
if the Crown reserved it to itself; that it belonged 
to any other person or persons, (at least if 
named in the commission of the peace) upon whom 
the Crown chose to confer it, if the Crown 
thought fit to give it away ; or that if the Crown 
did not think fit to reserve or confer it, it belonged 
of right to the Justices at large in Quarter Ses- 
sions assembled. Your Lordships' question ap- 
pears to me, to propose as a mere point of law, 
to whom by law the right belonged ? and my an- 
swer is framed upon that view of the question. 
I do not say, therefore, that the Crown did not 
in fact confer this right upon the Custos Rotulo- 
rum ; all I say is, that unless it did so confer it, 
the Custos has it not. 

The Courts of Sessions of the Peace originated, 
I apprehend, in the reign of Edw. 3, and were 
founded upon commissions issued in pursuance 
either of 18 Edw. 3, stat. 2, c. 1, or of 34 Edw. 
3, c. 1 . The former of those statutes provides, 
that two or three of the best reputation in the 
counties, shall be assigned keepers of the peace 
by the king's commission, and at what time need 
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1829. shall be, the same with other wise and learned in 
the law, shall be assigned by the king's com- 
** mission, to hear and determine felonies and tres* 
passes done against the peace in the same coun- 
ties. The 34 £dw. 3, c. 1 . directs that in every 
county of England shall be assigned for keeping 
the peace one Lord, {une Seigneur) and with him 
three or four of the most worthy in the county, 
with some learned in the law, with power to hear 
and determine at the king's suit, all manner of 
trespass done in the same county. Both these sta- 
tutes are silent as to the officers and the consti- 
tution of the Court. Then, as it seems to me, a 
question of law arises, what could legally be done ? 
and secondly, a question of fact, what was done? 
Where the Crown erects a Court of Justice of its 
own authority, it may, I apprehend, fix and no- 
minate what officers it shall have, and how their 
successors shall be appointed ; and I take it, it 
has the same power, where it creates a Court of 
Justice under the direction of Parliament; unless 
there be something in the act of Parliament, from 
which a contrary intention in the legislature may 
be collected ; the legal presumption appears to 
me to be, that the legislature will break in as 
little as possible upon the prerogative of the 
Crown; and that what it does not by express 
words, or by necessary implication take away, 
it leaves in the Crown. Upon the establishment 
of this Court, therefore, the Crown might if it 
thought fit, appoint one of the Justices to be 
Custos Rotulorum, or it might omit it. It might 
name a Clerk of the Peace, or reserve to itself 
the ftiture right of nominating the successors ; or 
it might omit to name him^ and be silent as to the 
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office; and then the Sessions would have the 1829. 
right, as incident to their being a Court to decide ^tlm^ 
upon having such an officer ; and the right to ap- *- 
point him would either be in the Sessions^ if the 
Crown made no other provision as to the appoint- 
ment of officers, or in such other person or persons 
on whom the Crown had conferred the right. 
And whatever the Crown might do in the first 
instance, would either be variable upon future 
occasions or not. In the former case, the Crown 
might resume to itself the right when it thought 
fit ; in the latter, the nomination and appointment 
could not have belonged to the Custos Rotulo- 
rum, unless he had been appointed ab imtio. 

Lambard, in his Eirenarcha, intimates, that 
there was extant in his time, one of the commis- 
sions granted in the 36th Edw. 3, and if we 
could discover the commissions granted at 
that time, and could be satisfied that the 
commissions for the different counties were 
uniform, and all of the same tenor, they 
might throw great light upon the question^ as a 
question of fact, though they could not be admit- 
ted in argument upon the question of law. Sup- 
pose those commissions to have been silent as 
to the Custos, and to have reserved to the Crown 
the right of appointing a Clerk to the Justices, 
can there be a doubt but that such right would 
have been well reserved ? Suppose the commis- 
sions to have nominated a Custos, and to have 
given him the power fro hdc vice, to nominate the 
Clerk of the Peace, would not that have been a 
valid gift, and would it have been valid for more 
than that turn ? Would it not equally have been 
valid, had the nomination been given to the Jus- 
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1829. tices at large, though it had appointed one in par- 

^]^|[^^ ticular to be Gustos Rotulorum ? Suppose it to 

*' have nominated no Gustos, and to have been 

POLLOCK. ' 

silent as to the Clerk of the Peace, would not the 
Justices in Sessions, that is the Gourt, have had 
the power to nominate such Clerk ? Such power 
according to RoUe,* is incident to every Court. 
Suppose the commissions for different counties to 
have varied, or suppose them to have varied at 
different times, what would then have been the 
case ? That they did vary as to the county pala- 
tine of Lancaster is clear, from the exception in 
the statute of William and Mary,^ and from the 
modern practice; that they varied as to other 
places, may be collected from the exception in the 
statute of Hen. 8.;]; In Durham at present, the 
Bishop is his own Gustos. The provisions in the 
statutes of Hen. 8, and Edw. 6,§ shew that he 
may make another person so ; but he appoints the 
Clerk of the Peace for the county, without no- 
ticing his own character as Gustos Rotulorum ; 
and his grant of the office is confirmed by the 
Dean and Chapter of Durham. In Lancashire, 
Lord Derby is appointed Gustos Rotulorum by 
the king, under the seals of the duchy and county 
palatine of Lancaster ; and Lord Clarendon is 
appointed Clerk of the Peace, under the same 
seals ; and the instrument so far from containing 
any expression that he is the deputy to the Gus- 
tos Rotulorum, distinctly enjoins the Gustos Ro- 
tulorum to permit him to exercise his office. 



* Abridgement, 4^26, Court F. 

t 1 William and Mary, stat. 1, c. 21. {37 Hen. 8, c. 1, 8» 5* 

§ 37 Hen. 8, c. 3 and A^^LtiA Edw. 6, c. I, 8. 5« 



ON APP£ALSl and WRITS OF ERROR. 223 

without impediment, hindrance, molestation, in- 1829. 
terruption, or denial. Let me press upon your ^J^[^^o 
consideration, the ars^ument which arises from the ^*_ 

' O POLLOCK^ 

practice in Lancashire, and other privileged 
places. The statute 34 Edw. 3, applies to every 
county in England, Lancaster therefore is in* 
eluded ; and what is the case in the other counties 
in England, must be the case there. If the 
Gustos had er officio as matter of law, the right 
in every other county in England before the 37 
Hen. 8, he must have had it there. If the king 
were precluded from nominating in ordinary 
counties, he must have been precluded there. If 
it would have been illegal elsewhere, it would 
have been equally so there.* It was not until 
the 50 Edw. 3, that the county of Lancaster was 
erected into a county palatine in Parliament. 
The practice, therefore, even if it be confined to 
Lancashire alone, seems to establish the point, 
that this is a questioa of fact, not matter of law. 
If the early commissions passed immediately 
after the 34 Edw. 3» were before your eyes, and 
you were to find that many of them sanctioned 
the same practice as has prevailed in Lancashire, 
would this have no influence upon your judgment? 
Would it not be the foundation on which you 
would act ? 

The argument that we are at liberty to decide 
as matter of law, upon the right of the Gustos 
Rotulorum to nominate, is founded on the recital 
in the 37 Hen. 8, cap. 1, on Lord Goke's com- 
ment! on the statute^ of Westminster 2, and on 
the opinion of Lord Ghief Justice Holt in Har- 

• 4 Institute 204« f t loBtitute 425. X ^3 ^^' U st 1, c.9. 
VOL. III. Q 
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>8^- court V, Fo.v. The recital in 37 Hen. 8, cap. J , is 
that *' where before this time, the Lord Chancellor 
hath by reason of hia office, the nomination and 
appointment of the Gustos Rotulorum ; and in 
like manner, the Gustos Rotulorum hath had 
until now of late, the nomi^ation and appoint- 
ment of the Glerk of the Peace, within the 
shire where he was Gustos Rotulorum; and 
where now of late, sundry persons not learned, 
nor meet, nor able for lack of knowledge to 
occupy the said offices of Gustos Rotulorum 
and Glerk of the Peace, have by labour, friend- 
ship, and means, gotten grants by the kings 
letters patent, of the said clerkships' of the 
peace ;" and upon this it enacts that every 
Gustos shall nominate the Clerk, of the Peace 
within his shire ; and the Gustos and Clerk of the 
Peace shall execute the said offices by themselves 
or by sufficient and able deputy. This recital that 
the Gustos till of late hath had the nomination, 
may, as it seera>s to me, refer to the practice as 
matter of fact, without referring to the right as 
matter of law. The recital does not state that of 
pght he hath had, but states the feet only, that 
he has had ; and the statute does not declare and 
ena^ct, but enacts only; and it does not from 
beginning to end, insinuate that the patents of the 
Clerks of the Peace were illegal, or the grants 
void : on the contrary, it confirms the persons 
then in office, in their respective offices. If it 
were referring to the right as matter of law, it 
would, as it seems to me, go too far, and mistake 
the right ; aa the right, unless there were some-* 
thing to shew the contrary, would be in the 
Sessions, not in llie Gustos. I admit Lard Holt's 
opinion in Harcourt v. Fox, is very strong, that 
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the right of nominating the Clerk of the Peace IS^. 
belongs to the Gustos Rotulorum of common 
right, by the common law of the land ; but that 
was not the point in judgment : it was incidental 
to the case under consideration. None of the 
other judges concur with him, and his conclusion 
is, '' So that now having as well as I can, given an 
'' account of the nature of the office of Gustos^ 
'' and the reason of his having the nomination of 
" the Clerk of the Peace, I shall now give my 
** particular reasons, upon which I ground my 
"judgment in this case.'* 

I am aware that one of the main foundations 
for his opinion is, that the Clerk of the Peace 
must be trusted with the possession of the rolls, 
to make entries upon, and that the Custos Rotu- 
lorum would be answerable to the king and to the 
subject, in case of their loss ; and that it would 
be Uie most unreasonable thing in the world, that 
the Gustos Rotulorum should be answerable for 
such miscarriage, unless he had the appointment. 
But the answer to that argument is, that if the 
Clerk of the Peace has the possession of the 
rolls, not as deputy to the Gustos, but as the 
officer of the Court, the Custos would not be 
answerable to the king or to the public, in case 
of their loss or destruction, whilst they remained 
necessarily in the hands of the Clerk of the 
Peace ; and as to the notion of unreasonableness, 
that objection has applied at all times, as to the 
county palatine of Lancaster ; and it has applied 
in every county in England, since the 1st William 
and Mary, where a new Custos Rotulorum has 
been appointed in the lifetime of a preceding 
Clerk of the Peace, and it applied to the very 
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1^. case they were then deciding, for the decision was 
that the old Clerk of the Peace was entitled to 
^^^ continue^ though tKe Gustos who appointed him 
was removed, and a new Custos appointed. 

Another argument he relies upon, is drawn from 
the practice as to the Clerk of Assize and the 
County Clerk in Mitton's case, and the reasons 
given in 2d Institute 425, for that practice ; but 
both those offices are considered in 2d Institute, as 
having existed before time of legal memory, and 
the Grown may be excluded by time, from inter- 
fering as to ancient offices, though it is not pre- 
vented from interfering as to offices created within 
time of legal memory. It may be observed too, 
that Lord Holt speaks of the possession of the 
rolls by the Gustos, as possession of them by all 
the justices,* that he speaks of the Gustos Rotu- 
lorum as the senior of the justices in Court. 

It may be of some service, if £ shortly notice how 
this power was treated by the counsel in argument, 
and by the other judges^ and how it was again 
treated, when another opportunity occurred. 
Sir T. Powys argued that anciently the Gustos was 
in the nomination of the Lord Keeper, and as 
anciently, the nomination of the Clerk of the 
Peace in the Custos, but that the Clerk of the Peace 
was not the Clerk of the Custos, but of all the 
justices in general, and properly the Clerk of the 
Sessions.! Mr. Hawler who argued for the De- 
fendant says, that the statute of Edw. 3, makes 
no mention of such an office, but it was an inci- 
dent. Justices would not make and draw out 
their own records, and in all probability, he who 

• I Show. Rep. 528. f I<J- 429. 
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is called in the statute of 3 Rich. 2, their clerk, 1829. 
was appointed by the justices, to do that work for ^^^^^ 
them. He supposed that the Clerk of the Peace ^• 

* *• POLLOCK. 

was at first the keeper of the records, but after- 
wards he that was most eminent among the jus- 
tices was appointed Gustos, and he appointed the 
Clerk of the Peace, his deputy or servant.* Le- 
vinz, who was for the Plaintiff, upon the second 
argument says, ** Should I go about to enquire 
** into the origin of the office of Custos, I should 
" attempt ambulareintenebris.^'-^ As to the office 
of Clerk of the Peace, he says. '* I cannot say 
how it was before the statute of Hen. 8. &c. Be- 
fore there were justices, there were conserva- 
tors, and it is likely they had their clerk to do 
their business, and keep their records ; and it is 
likely this officer was in imitation of that, but 
I cannot directly tell how things might be, for 
this matter is all in nubibus.^*X Justice Eyre 
says, ** We are I confess much in the dark, as to 
the beginning of the office of Clerk of the 
Peace; but the statute of William and Mary^ 
takes him wholly out of the power of the Cus- 
tos, and subjects him to another jurisdiction, 
that is to the Sessions of the Peace, to which 
he is properly an attendant."|| Mr. Justice Gre- 
gory notices that in 2 Hen. 7, fo. 1,^ he is called 
not only Clerk of the Peace, but attomatus damini 
regiSf and that says he, is a proper name of office 
for him ; for he draws the issues upon traverses, 
and so acts as attorney in that Court for the king.** 
Mr. Justice Dolben is silent as to these points ; 

* 1 Show. P. C. 159* t 1 Show. Rep. 512. $ Id. 513. 
§ 1 W. and M. (at. I.) c. 21. || Id. 519. 

i[ The Year Book, pi. 8. ♦♦ Id. 523. 
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1889. and it is by Lord Chief Justice Holt, and by 
him only, that they are principally discussed* 

These opinions were delivered in Trinity Term, 
5 William and Mary. None of the other reporters 
of this case give the detailed account of Lord Holt'9 
argument. One of the reports* unites all the 
arguments of the Court, and puts it thus : — ** A3 
to the beginning of this office, we are much in 
the dark, for we can only make probable con- 
jectures about, it and as to his continuance in 
office, it is not to be collected out of any of 
the law books before 37 Hen. 8. It is plain it 
was not an office from time immemorial, because 
the commission of the peace is not so. After- 
wards it became necessary for one to make 
entries and join issues : the Custos appointed 
a Clerk for that purpose, who is now called the 
Clerk of the Peace ; and this seems very agree- 
able to the statute of Westminster, by which it 
appears, that such officers and clerks who are 
to enter and enrol the pleas, were always ap- 
pointed by the judge or chief minister of the 
Court." Comberbacht only says the nomination 
of the Clerk of the Peace belonged to the Custos, 
as the most proper person. 

Within five years, namely in Hilary Term, 8th 
and 9th William 3, whilst the opinion of Lord Holt 
must have been within the recollection of every 
judge in Westminster Hall, a question as to the 
office of Clerk of the Peace again arose in Owen 
v. Saunders;^ and Harcourt v. Fox^ was expressly 
referred to. The (|[uestion was, whether under 
the statute of 1 William and Mary, a nomination 

* 4 Modern 172. f Rep. 210. j: 1 Lord Raymond 158. 
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by the Gustos Rotulorutn to the office of Clerk of 1829. 
the Peace by parol was good ? and Mr. Justice ^^^^1^ 
Powell, a lawyer of no mean talent and acquire- •• 

'J 1 POLLOCK. 

ments, said, '' It had been objected that this Clerk 
of the Peace was originally but a deputy to the 
Custos Rotulorum, and therefore not properly an 
officen But he was of opinion that he is, and 
was originally an officer, and not merely a de- 
puty to the Custos Rotulorum. The statute 
12, Rich. 2, cap. 10, appoints him wages, and 
there he is called Clerk of the Justices of 
the Peace, and he is iti the nature of Attorney- 
General to the king. In 2 Hen. 7, c. 1^ he is called 
the Clerk of the Peace."* Lord Chief Justice 
Treby said, the origin of this office of Custos 
Rotulorum is not very cl^ai*, but in all probability 
the trust of the conservation of the rolls was com- 
mitted to one of the justices, and then he was 
called Custos Rotulorum, and probably by the 
consent of his brethren,f he nominated the Clerk 
of the Peace.J In 12 Rich. 2, cap. 10, he is 
called Clerk of the Justices, and wages are 
appointed. The statute 2, Henry 7, cap. 1, first 
makes mention of the Custos Rotulorum. 

In this case Justice Powell almost goes out of his 
way, to state that tbi^ Clerk of the Peace is not a 
deputy to the Qustos, but an original officer; 
and Lord Chief Justice Treby, notwithstanding 
the previous opinion of Lord Holt, intimates that 
the origin of the Custos Rotulorum was not very 
clear, and that instead of its belonging to the 
Custos Rotulorum of common right, and by the 
common law of the land, to nominate the Clerk of 

* L. Rayin* 139* 1 1^ 1^^* t ^^ ^^* ^» ^P« ^0, plac. 33. 
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1S29. the Peace, he probably nominated him by con* 
sent of his brethren. The charge to the Gustos 
«• Rotulorum in the ordinary commissions of the 
peace, and the observations as to the duties at 
the Sessions of the Gustos Rotulorum and the 
Glerk of the Peace, in Lambard's Eirenarcha, de* 
serve attention. The earliest commission I have 
met with, is at the commencement of Herbert's 
Justice, in the edition of 1 547, and at the conclu- 
sion it commands ** John Fitzjames that at the 
** days and places aforesaid, he cause to come, 
'' writs, precepts, processes, and indictments 
*' aforesaid, before himself and his said compa- 
*' nions, and inspect and determine the same.'^ 
In another edition of the same book, printed in 
1606, there is a similar clause, except that it 
seems addressed to all the justices, and not to 
any one by name ; but this may be a mistake in 
the text, because in the margin it is stated to be 
** al Gustos Rotulorum,*' and the same book, in 
the form of what is called *' the new commission," 
contains this clause, ** assignavimus denique te pra- 
^^fatum Edw. H. Militem, (not the person first 
'* named in the commission, for the officers of state 
** are first named) Custodem R. pacis nostra indicto 
*' comitatu nostra, acpropterea tu ad dies et locapredicta 
'' brevia precepta^ processus et indictamenta predicta 
** coram te et dictis sociis tuis venire facias ut inspici^ 
" antur, et debito modo terminentur.'* 

Lambard in his Eirenarcha, speaks of Sessions, 
and of the officers bound to attend, and among 
those one is the Gustos Rotulorum, who is 
to attend in respect of his duties, and another for 
his own duties, separate and distinct from those 
of the Gustos, the Glerk of the Peace. " Two 
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sorts of men there are, that are the ordinary at- ^ ]^\ 
tendants at these Sessions ; that is the officers of 
the Court and the jurors. Among the officers, the 
Gustos Rotulorum hath worthily the first place, 
both for that, he is always a justice of the quorum 
in the commission, and among them of the quo- 
rum, a man (for the most part) especially picked 
out for wisdom and credit ; and yet in this behalf 
he beareth the person of an officer, and ought 
to attend, &c. for the words in the commission 
be to him now by his proper name ; **Qttod ad dies 
" et loca predicta brevia precepta, process^ et indic-^ 
** tamenta, predicta coram teet dictis sociistuis venire 
^* facias r Whereas until the 14 Richard the 2d, 
that charge was general to all justices, and not 
laid specially upon any one person in the commis- 
sion, as it doth appear in the Tower by the 
records, which I have already vouched.*" 

By the commission in a county, the Gustos Ro- 
tulorum ought to attend at the Sessions with 
records, &c.t " The Glerk of the Peace oweth 
his attendance at the Sessions also, for (omit- 
ting certain things specified) he readeth the in- 
dictments, and serveth the Court. He enroUeth 
the acts of the Sessions, and draweth the process, 
&c. (He also must deliver letters to all such 
as be acquitted of felony, &c. ;) all which 
things he cannot do if he be not present; so 
that he is an officer to this Court, and Clerk of 
the Justices, as the 12th of Richard the 2d, c. 10, 
nameth him, and not as Mr. Marrow thought 
the Glerk of the Gustos Rotulorum only.^'j: And 

* See Lambard 373, &c. printed in 1594. % ^^* ^> 7* 
t Com. Dig. Justices of the Peace, D. 4. 
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1829. this as it seems to me, is the true state of the 
case. The Gustos Rotulorum» though one of the 
Tnn.^ justices, is in respect of his custody of the rolls, 
to attend with the rolls in the Court ; and the 
Clerk of the Peace, as a distinct officer of the 
Court, is to record upon such rolls, such acts of 
Court as are to be recorded ; and when he has re-* 
corded them, it is his duty to hand them over to the 
Custos Rotulorum, that he may keep them in safe 
custody, though the Clerk is entitled to have them 
whilst in process. In Res v. Evans* the opinion 
of Lord Chief J ustice Holt approaches this point, 
where he says the Clerk of the Peace is bound to 
deliver the rolls to the Custos when completed, 
though he is entitled to have them whilst in pro- 
cess. If there ever was a time when the rolls 
were in the custody of the justices at large, with- 
out any Custos Rotulorum, this would be the 
case ; and I see no reason why it should not con- 
tinue to be the case, where one justice in parti- 
cular was selected to be Custos Rotulorum. 

My opinion, therefore, is not negatively that 
the right of appointing is not with the Custom 
Rotulorum, not that the right is affirmatively 
either with the king or with the Quarter Sessions ; 
but that the question with which of them it is, is 
matter of fact for the consideration of a jury; 
not matter of law for the decision of a Court : 
and with this view, the case of Bridgman v. Holtyf 
and the state of the officers in the superior 
Courts exactly accord. In Bridgman v. Hoit, 
the question was, whether the office of Clerk of 
the Pleas for enrolling pleas in the King's Bench, 

♦ 4 Mod. 31. t Shfwr. Pari. Ca. 115. 
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was in the king or in the chief justice ? The De- 18^- 
fendant who claimed under the Chief Justice, 
proved a series of grants for a period of two 
hundred and thirty-five years, whenever the office 
became void. It was treated therefore as a 
question of fact, not as a question of law. And 
what is the state of the other officers of the supe- 
rior Courts, and upon what principle is it to be 
explained ? Why does the Chief Justice of the 
King's Bench appoint the Custos Brevium in the 
King's Bench, whilst the gift of the same office 
in the Common Pleas is not in the Chief Justice 
there, but in the king or his grantee ? Why are 
the first and third prothonotories in the Common 
Pleas in the gift of the Chief Justice, and the 
second in the Custos Brevium? Why does the 
king appoint the master of the Crown office in the 
Eang's Bench, and the chirographer in the Com- 
mon Pleas ? • Why is the office of Exigenter in 
the Common Pleas an inseparable incident to the 
person of the Chief Justice, so that a grant thereof 
by the king, whilst the office of Chief Justice is 
vacant, is null and void? Why do the three 
puisne Judges of the King's Bench appoint the 
Signer of the Bills of Middlesex ? All is referable 
to what is mentioned as the ground of the opinion 
in Scraggs v. Coles kiU,* viz. prescription and 
usage ; and what is the foundation of prescription 
and usage but a lost grant ? 

Upon the whole, therefore^ I submit that the 
question in whom the right of appointing was in 
England before the 37 Haury 8, is matter of lact, 

• Dyer 175. 
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1829. depending upon the commissions issued in the 

^]^|[^|^ different counties in England, and the usages 

*• thereon ; and that until such matter of fact is 
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duly enquired mto and ascertamed, it cannot be 
answered as a question of law. 

To the second question, as every observation I 
have made upon the first question, applies with 
equal force to the second, I humbly submit 
that it is also a question of fact, not a question of 
law, in whom the right in Ireland was. 

The third question appears to me, to depend 
upon the point already noticed, viz. the right of 
the Crown in the commissions it first granted 
under the statute of Edw. 3, to reserve to itself 
the right of nominating to the office of Clerk of 
the Peace ; for if the right existed when those 
commissions were granted, it seems to me to have 
existed as to this county, when a commission for 
this county was first granted. If the Crown had 
originally a right as to each county, to mould the 
machinery as it pleased, and to reserve to itself 
such nominations as it thought it behoved the 
public weal it should reserve, it must have had 
the same right as to this county, when first it be- 
came an object of consideration, as it had in every 
other. I am therefore of opinion upon the last 
question proposed by your Lordships, that the 
right of appointing the Clerk of the Peace 
in the king's county in Ireland, when the district 
that county comprises was first made a county, 
was in the Crown. 

The other judges who were present concurred 
in the opinions delivered by Littledale, J. Vaughan, 
B. and Gaselee, J. 
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7%e Lord Chancellor. — ^This is a writ of error 1829. 
from the Court of Exchequer Chamber in Ireland. bardiii« 
The question relates to the appointment of the poitooK. 
Clerk of the Peace in the king's county in Ire- 
land. It was contended on the one side, that the ^^]^^^' 
appointment of Clerk of the Peace of the king's 
county in Ireland was in the Crown; on the 
other hand it was contended, that it belonged to 
the Custos Rotulorum of the county. The Court 
of Exchequer Chamber in Ireland, was of opinion 
that the appointment belonged to the Crown. 

A writ of error was brought, and it was argued 
in this House during the last Session of Parlia- 
ment. It was a case of great importance, and all 
the judges were assembled for the purpose of 
hearing the arguments, in order that your Lord- 
ships might have the benefit of their advice and 
assistance with respect to the subject. 

The learned judges differed in opinion, and 
they postponed, therefore, delivering their judg- 
ments till the present Session. That difference 
still continued ; a great majority of the judges, 
however, were of opinion, that the right to that 
appointment was in the Custos Rotulorum of the 
king's county, one judge only dissenting. The 
opinions of the learned judges were delivered at 
great length in this House. I had an opportunity 
of attending to their reasonings at the time. I 
have since been favored with copies of their judg- 
ments, and have had an opportunity of again 
considering them ; and without troubling you by 
going over the same arguments which have been 
already advanced upon the subject in great de- 
tail, it may be sufficient for me to state, that I am 
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1829. satisfied that the decision of the Court below was 
^]^]^ erroneous, and that the appointment of this office 
*• is not in the Crown, but in the Custos Rotulorum. 
I am of that opinion upon the authorities that 
were cited by the learned judges, by which tbey 
fortified their opinions, smd by the reasonings 
which they employed in support of their opinions. 
I therefore propose that the judgment of the 
Court below be reversed. 



Judgment reversed. 
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(court or CHANCERY.) 

Robert Blakeney and Catherine % 
Ann Blakeney otherwise Owens > Appellants. 
his Wife , . -> 

Thomas N£vilj.e Bagott - - • Respondent. 

An agreement for a ReFefsionary Lease having been obtained 
by an attorney from the son of his employer, who was re- 
mainder man in a s^lement undof which his failber who had 
granted the existing Lease was tenant for life*««On a bill foe 
specific performance, the Court vefiised under the circum* 
stances to enforce the agreement. 

F. C. under a settlement executed' in I716 was tenant for life of 
certain lands, with, a power to lease for any tarm not exeeeding 
thirty-one years, remainder to* his first and other sons sac« 
cessively in tail niaku In 1745 F* G. granted to S. O^ who 
was then acting as his attorney, a lease of lands, comprising 
two hundred acres of good land, Irish plantation measure, fbr 
three lives or thirty-one years, whichever should last the 
longest. M. C. was the only son o{ F. C* U 1749 M. C. 
by a writing indorsed upon that part of the lease of 1745» 
which was in the possession of S. O. in consideration of jC<20. 
ag^reed to ratify that lease, and on the expiration of the term. 
to grant a renewal for a further term of lives, a blank being 
left in the agreement as to the number of lives. The agree* 
ment was not indorsed on the counterpart of the tease in the 
possession of F. C* and was not registered till June 1760. In 
May 1760 F. C died, li»ving IVU C. surviving, who by 
deed in 176O, settled the lands in trust for himself for life; 
remainder to his two daughters as tenants in common. The 
Respondent became entitled to one moiety c£ the lands, as 
the only son of one of the daughters ; and at a sale: under a 
decree in Chancery in 1&14, purchased the other moiety* At 
the time of the sale, it was mentioned that the lands were sold 
subject to the lease of 1745. S. 0« died in 1780, leaving 
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1829* S. L. O. who was the last snrvmng life in the lease of 17459 

and held the lands under the lease till his death, which took 
place in 1817. The Appellants claimed as devisees of S. L. O. 
BAGOTT. In 1820 the Appellants filed a bill in Chanceiy^ stating the 

facts above mentioned, and praying a specific performance of 
the agreement to grant a renewal of the lease. 
Held that under the circumstances, the Appellants were not 
entitled to such relief. 
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JL HE facts of this case as stated upon the bill 
and answer, and appearing by proofs in the cause, 
areas follows: 

By indenture of marriage settlement, bearing 
date the 19th of July, 1716, and made between 
Francis Cuff, of the first part; Henry Richardson, 
of the second part ; John Maxwell, and Robert 
Maxwell, of the third part; Gerald Cuff, and 
Edward Lucas, of the fourth part; and Michael 
Cuff, and Samuel Warring, of the fifth part ; re- 
citing that a marriage was then intended to be 
had, between the said Francis Cuff and Catherine 
Richardson, one of the daughters of the said 
Henry Richardson. Francis Cuff for the consi- 
derations therein mentioned, granted to Michael 
Cuff and Samuel Warring, amongst other, the 
lands and premises of Ballaghimurry, Shanbally- 
more, and Gortnefahy, to hold to Michael Cuff 
and Samuel Warring, their heirs and assigns, to 
the use of Francis Cuff for life ; remainder to the 
first and every other son of Francis Cuff on the 
body of Catherine Richardson, lawfully to be be- 
gotten in tail male. 

By this deed it was provided, that Francis Cuff 
should have full power to make leases of the 
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lands, or any part thereof, for any term not ex- 1829. 
ceeding thirty-one years in possession and not in 
reversion, without any fine, and at the best im- ^- 
proved rent. 

Francis Guff, by indenture of lease, bearing 
date the 15th of October, 1745, demised the lands 
comprising two hundred acres of good land, Irish 
plantation measure, to Samuel Owens, for three 
lives, or thirty-one years, which ever should last 
the longest, at a rent of 40/. sterling yearly. 

Samuel Owens at the time of obtaining the 
lease, resided upon the estate, and was at the 
time of the execution of the lease, the law agent 
and attorney of Francis Cuff. 

By an indenture dated the 1st of February, 
1749, and made between Francis Cuff and Mi<- 
chael Guff, the only son and heir apparent of 
Francis, of the one part ; and James Cuffof the 
other part; reciting the deed of the 19th of July, 
1716, and particularly setting forth the leasing 
power reserved to Francis, under that deed, and 
that Francis Guff was tenant for life. Francis and 
Michael, for the considerations therein mentioned, 
granted to James Cuff, his heirs and assigns, the 
several lands before mentioned ; to hold upon the 
trusts therein mentioned, and among others to the 
use of Francis Guff for life, with a power to 
charge 600/. for younger children. 

This deed was registered in May, 1750. 

By article of agreement, dated the 11th of De- 
cember, 1749, written on the back of the lease of 
the 15th of October, 1745, Michael Guff, in con- 
sideration of 20/.^ paid to him by Samuel Owens, 

* Of the sum paid there was no legal evidence ; but it was 
assumed in the argument in the Court below, and stated in one 
of the reasons of the Appellant's printed case. 

VOL. III. E 
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1829. covenanted to ratify tbe existing lease, and also to 
grant renewals to Samuel Owens, at the determi- 
V' nation of the existinfi: lease, for a further term of 
lives, a blank being left in the agreement as to 
the number of lives. 

At the date of the execution of this agreement 
Samuel Owens continued to be the law agent of 
Francis, the father of Michael Cuff. 

This agreement was registered on the 17th of 
June, 1760. 

Francis Cuff remained in possession of the 
lands uiitil the time of his death, in May 1760, 
when Michael Cuff, his son and heir at law, be- 
came entitled to the possession as a remainder 
man under the settlement. 

Michael Cuff, by deed bearing date the 21st of 
July, 1760, after the birth of his only children, 
Catherine Ann, and Wilhelmina Cuff, conveyed 
the lands to Saint George Caulfield and James 
Cuff, Esq. in trust to the use of himself for life ; 
remainder to his two daughters; to each, one 
undivided moiety as tenants in common, and 
thereby reserved to himself, and to every person 
to whom any estate of freehold was thereby 
limited, when in possession, and not in reversion, 
power to niake leases not exceeding twenty-one 
years, at the best improved rent, without any fine. 
There was a saving in this deed, for all the leases 
and incumbrances then in being, and lawfully and 
justly made by Francis Cuff, and such as he had 
a good and lawful right to execute ; but no men- 
tion was made of the lease of 1745, nor of the 
article endorsed thereon. 
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This settlement was registered on the 23d J uly, 1 829^ 
i760- 

Michael Cuff died in the year 1763, leaving 
issue Catherine Ann, and Wilhelmina Cuff, who 
thereupon entered into, and became possessed of 
the lands. 

By deed of settlement, bearing date the 13 th 
of October, 1775, and made between Catherine 
Ami Cuff of the first part ; Henry Upton, and 
Jane Ord, guardians of the said Catherine Ann, 
and Charles Walker of the second part ; John 
Bagott of the third part ; and Christopher Clar- 
ges and William Green of the fourth part; 
Catherine Ann Cuff, for the considerations there- 
in mentioned, released to Christopher Clarges 
and William Green, her undivided moiety of the 
lands, upon the trusts therein expressed. 

This deed was registered in the year 1775. 

Upon the death of John Bagott and Catherine 
his wife, the fether and mother of the Respondent 
he came into possession of their moiety of the 
lands, and the undivided moiety of the lands which 
belonged to Wilhelmina Cuff, were purchased by 
the Respondent at a sale in 1814, under a decree 
of the Court of Chancery in Ireland. 

While the lands were held by Samuel Owens, 
under the lease of 1745, he also possessed himself 
of certain bogs and turbaries, the property of the 
Respondent, adjoining the lands. 

Samuel Owens died in 1780, leaving Samuel 
Lea Owens, his nephew, who held the lands under 
the lease until his death, which happened in the 
year 1817. 

Samuel Lea Owens was the surviving life in the 
lease of 1745, and upon Ms deatl^ the Respon- 

R 2 
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1829. dent demanded possession of the lands from the 
occupying tenants, which they refused to give, 
»;^^ alleging that they withheld such possession, by 
direction of the daughter of Samuel Lea Owens, 
who had intermarried with the Appellant, Robert 
Blakeney, and claimed as devisee of Samuel Lea 
Owens, to be entitled to a renewal thereof for 
lives, under the article indorsed on the lease 
of 1745. 

On the Respondent's counterpart of the lease 
of 1745, there was no agreement or article in- 
dorsed. 

At the sale before the Master, the lease of 1745, 
and the claim upon the article were stated, and 
Wilhelmina Cuff's moiety of the lands was sold 
subject to the lease, but no mention was made 
of the article in the abstract of the title ; and there 
was no mention of the article in the master's 
notes, made at the time of the sale, nor in the 
deed which conveyed the moiety to the Respon- 
dent. 

The greater part of the estate, of which the 
lands in question were part, were subject to a 
reiit charge for ever of 40/. per annum ; and the 
part sold was subject to the moiety thereof. 

On the 15th of December, 1820, the Appellants 
filed their bill in the Court of Chancery in Ire- 
land, and thereby, amongst other things, stated 
the original lease, and the agreement for the 
renewal thereof for lives, and that they were 
entitled to the benefit of such renewal; and 
prayed that the agreement for renewal might be 
carried into specific execution, and that the Re- 
spondent might be compelled to execute to them, 
such draft of renewal, as might be approved of 
by one of the masters of the Court. 
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The Respondent put in his answer to this bill, in* 1829. 
sisting on the several facts before stated^ in bar of 
the relief sought by the bill. Issue having been ^* 
joined in the cause, it was agreed that each party 
should be at liberty to read and give in evidence 
on the hearing of the cause, the matters in the 
consent mentioned, and witnesses having been 
examined on both sides, the cause was heard ; 
and a decree pronounced on the 22d of June, 
1825, whereby it was ordered and decreed that 
the Appellant's bill should be dismissed. 

On the 9th of July, 1825, the Appellants pre^ 
ferred a petition to the Court, complaining that 
they were aggrieved by the decree, and praying 
that the cause might be reheard. 

On this petition, an order was made tliat the 
cause should be reheard on the first rehearing day 
of the then next term; and the cause having 
been accordingly reheard on the 8th of December, 

1825, and further reheard on the 26th of January, 

1826, the Court on the 17th of February, 1826, 
pronounced judgment thereon, and ordered that 
the decree should be affirmed. 

The appeal was presented against this decree 
and the order on xehearing. 



1 

V 



For the Appellants, (the Plaintiffs in the suit,) 
on the original hearing were read, by consent, 
copies of the memorials of the deed of 1 745, and 
the agreement of 1749; and also depositions of a 
witness, who swore that the moiety of the lands 
subject to the lease, were sold subject to the 
lease and the agreement to renew, and a passage 
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1829. from the further answer of the Defendant to the 
same effect. 
^ For the Respondent, the Defendant in the suit, 

were read the settlement of 1716 : Memorials of 
two deeds, one of settlement, to which Francis 
and Michael Cuff were parties, the other of 
mortgage, both dated in 1749, with indorse- 
ments shewing that Samuel Owens was the at- 
torney of Francis Cuff: A patent for holding 
fairs and markets in Ballymore, with an indorse- 
ment in the hand writing of Samuel Owens, — 
** Owens, agent :" An account for news and adver- 
tisements, 1 743-^6, made out to Samuel Owens, 
and indorsed thus : — ** Mr. Cuff paid me for news 
" and advertisements :*' A memorial of the settle-* 
ment of 1760: Deposition and survey, proving 
that the lands in lease measured two hundred 
acres, arable and pasture, and thirty acres of bog : 
That arable and pasture were at the time of the 
survey, worth on an average twenty-five shillings 
an acre, and the bog half a crown an acre : De- 
positions proving the hand writing of Samuel 
Owens on the patent, and the account before 
mentioned, and that he was a practising attorney. 



For the Appellants — Mr. Sugden and Mr. 
Pepys. 

The question is, whether the whole is one in-> 
strument, and one equitable demise ? 

It appears by the settlement of 1716, that the 
lands were settled upon Francis Cuff for life, he 
having a power to lease for thirty-one years, with 
remainder to his issue male^ which remainder 
vested in Michael Cuff 
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There is ik> proof that Owens ws^s the law .1829. 
ageat of Fraacis Cuff; and if it were proved, it ^tAKlNSY 
iwonld be immaterial, as Francis Cuff lived until *- 
May 1760, and never complained. But the 
question depends upon the agreement by Mi- 
chael Cuff the son. There is no proof that 
Samuel Owens was the attorney of the son. The 
lease having exceeded the power, could not bind 
the son, except in so far as he con£hrmed it. 

The father and son were dealing with the estate, 
aud the son was induced to grant an extension of 
the lease, which was invalid. 

The original lease with the indorseinent was 
lost. It was in. the possession of Kelly, a friend 
of the Respondent, who could not be forced to 
produce it. The expression in the memorial, 
** for the consideration therein mentioned," after 
3uch length of 1;ime is no evidence. This is not 
the ca^e of an heir es^pectant. It is incumbent 
.on those iwho impeach the lease, to shew the want 
of consideration. The answer states a belief 
that 20/. was the consideration. If this is the 
case of an heir expectant, he is dealing with his 
.father. The rule of equity has never |)een applied 
to such a case. Gowland v. De Faria/^ is shaken 
as an authority on the doctrine of dealings with 
h^rs expectant. The Courts now will not set 
aside a fair contract. It has been held that where 
the sale is by auction, the rule does not apply ; 
&o where the tenant for life and the remainder 
•man join, the grant is not of a reversionary 
lease by an expectant heir. Here as it was pre- 
ceded by the lease of 1745, and followed by the 

* 17 Ves. 30» See WhaUey v. WhaUey^ S Btigh'ft.Bep. 1. 
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lvS29. deed of 1749, and the agreement of 1749, it 
^^^^^^Y ^^ust be considered as part of a family arrange* 



BAGOTT. 



V' nient* Francis Cuff acquiesced till his death in 
1760. Michael Cuff also acquiesced till 1760. 
Then a new right sprung up : a right to hold free 
from all incumbrances. All the parties acquiesce 
during their respective interests. The agreement 
is entire, and cannot be separated. It is a rule of 
equity, that t&at which is agreed to be done, shall 
be considered as done. The agreement therefore 
is a lease. It would be a fraud, if the Respondent 
were permitted now to refuse to execute a lease. 
The consideration goes to the whole agreement. 
If it is binding as to the lease of 1745, it must 
be equally so as to the agreement of 1749. Upon 
the purchase in 1814, there was direct notice of 
the agreement given to the purchaser. 

The Respondent by his original answer, de* 
nies that he had notice of the agreement. By 
his farther answer, after exceptions allowed, he 
admits that the agreement by way of indorsement 
upon the lease was publicly stated. 

The Lord Chancellor. — And he goes on to say, 
that' it was further stated that the agreement was 
fraudulently obtained. 

Lord Manners. — It was relied upon in the 
Court below, that if the Appellant was not 
entitled to the lease, at least, he was entitled to 
the 2i)l. with interest. 

For the Appellant. — ^There is no evidence what- 
ever that the consideration was 20/. or any other 
sum. The agreement was entire, both parts 
standing on covenant equally. 

On the death of Francis in 1760, the lessee 
held under the agreement of 1749, and not by 
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the lease of 1745, because it was void on the &ce 1829. 
of it Since the death of Francis, the estate 
has belonged to Michael alone, and there has ^^ 
been acquiescence ever since. 

The Lord ChanceUar. — If there is nothing ap- 
pearing on the memorial, it may be that there 
were two distinct considerations, one for the con- 
firmation of the lease, the other for the agreement 
to renew. 

For the Appellant. — ^That is not possible. The 
estate was held from 1760 to 1817, under acqui- 
escence. Suppose the three lives had dropped 
early, and three new lives had been called for ; 
it is probable that all the lives would have run 
out. If parties have a right to set aside an agree- 
ment, but acquiesce, a Court of equity will not 
relieve. 

The settlement of 1760, and the exception of. 
the leases, cannot affect the Appellants. They 
have nothing to do with that settlement, and it 
was voluntary. 

No question was raised in the Court below on 
the point of uncertainty. 

The question as to the 20/. is put in issue by 
the answer ; but there is no evidence to support 
the allegation. It is admitted by the answer, 
that there was possession, and payment of rent, 
under the lease. 

As to the purchase in 1814, possession is in 
equity evidence of the interest of a party. J9a- 
niels V. Davison.^ This rule applies in the 
case of collateral, a fortiori in case of direct 
notice. A purchaser buying property, takes it 

• 16 Vcs, 249. 
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1829.^ case, ivhere father and son being respectively 
tenant for life and remainder*man in fee, join in a 
lease, it is not a dealing with an heir expectant 
for a reversionary lease. To this we answer, that 
the foundation of the argument is assumed. 
There is no proof of any family arrangement, of 
any dealing upon the subject, or that the father 
was even cognizant of the agreement. Such 
facts cannot be presumed ; and the facts in proof 
lead to a contrary hypothesis ; for the counter- 
part of the lease in the possession of the father, 
had no indorsement of the agreement, and the 
part which had the indorsement, was kept by 
Samuel Owens unregistered, until after the deaUi 
of the father in 1760. The next hypothesis as- 
sumes, that the father acquiesced till his death, 
and the son till 1760. But in what did they ac- 
quiesce? not in the indorsed agreement. The 
father knew nothing of it, and the son could not 
remove Samuel Owens from the possession, while 
the original lease was subsisting, which, as the 
Appellants, and we admit, he confirmed by the 
indorsed agreement. The argument is inconsis- 
tent. If he confirmed the lease, how could he 
dispute the possession before the expiration of 
the lease ? The acquiescence, if such it may be 
termed, was in the legal right of the lessee. 

The son might indeed, before he signed the in- 
dorsement, have disputed the legality of the lease 
under the power, or he might have proceeded to 
set aside the agreement, on the ground of improvi- 
dence and inadequacy of consideration ; and not 
having done so in due time, relief might have been 
refused after long delay, as to the original lease, 
in a suit where he was Plaintiff. But the agree- 
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ment to grant a new lease was distinct from the 1829. 
agreement to confirm the old one ; and the right ^^^^^^r 
to a renewal did not arise until the falling of the *V . 
last life in the lease. It was then time enough to 
dispute that part of the agreement. It is said 
that on the death of the father, as he had ex- 

■h 

ceeded his power in granting the lease, a new 
right sprung up in the son, to hold free from all 
incumbrances : but this is inconsistent with the 
assertion as to family arrangement, and the con- 
firmation of the lease by the son. Sometimes it 
is supposed in the argument, that there is no proof 
of any consideration ; • if so, the case of the 
Plaintiff must fail: for he comes to a Court of 
Equity to enforce an agreement without conside- 
ration. But then it is argued, that the considera- 
tion being indivisible, the agreement is entire, 
and incapable of being severed ; and that on the 
death of the father, the lease being void, the 
lessee held under the agreement or demise, as it 
is called. But if the son had proceeded by eject- 
ment on the father's death, might not the lessee, 
supposing his conduct fair, have had relief in 
equity on that part of the agreement,- which 
operated as a confirmation of the lease, postponing 
or waiving the other part of the agreement ? 

As to the argument derived from the notice 
given of the agreement at the auction, that 
moiety of the estate was put up to sale by an 
incumbrancer ; but in any case, that notice could 
only operate to relieve the vendor from any sub- 
sequent question or cavil, as to an agreement, 
which in the same notice was stated to be invalid. 
Could such a notice have the effect to set up an 
agreement unfairly obtained, and unavailable in 
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16M . equity ? If notice of a disputed claim turns, as 
^^mr ^^ ^^^ ^^^^ argued, the purchaser into a trustee 
..riu. for the claimant, then no estate with a limited 
title, can safely be brought to marlcet. If the 
estate is sold absolutely subject to a lease or in« 
cumbrancoi tiie purchaser is bound ; so if the 
disputed claim turns out to be a fair one. That 
was the case in Taylor v. Stibbert. The fallacy of 
the argument lies in treating that as absolute, 
which is only a conditional engagement, not to 
insist on warranty. It is said that if the pur- 
chaser were not bound, the original equity would 
reyive against the vendor. That original equity 
is now in question before the House on this 
appeal. 

This is said not to be the case of an expectant 
heir bargaining for his reversion. It is, however, 
the case of a young man not in possession, but 
while he awaits the vesting of a remainder, grant- 
ing a lease in reversion, for a mere nominal con- 
sideration, to the attorney of his father. Such 
being the respective characters of the parties to 
the contract, it was the peculiar duty of the 
attorney to preserve evidence, if it ever existed, 
of the fairness of the transaction. It is clear that 
Michael Guff was in some way overreached or 
deceived. In the lease and the memorial, he is 
described as son and heir of the father, and the 
reversion is reserved to the father, his heirs and 
assigns. One of the lives named in the lease was 
that of Michael, so that as heir of his father, he 
could not by possibility have any b^iefit from the 
reversion. If, as from these facts it might be in- 
ferred, be was persuaded by the attorney that his 
father had absolute power over the property, the 
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coaBideration mi 
such persuasion. 



The foUowitig authorities were cited> besides 
those stated in the argument : — 

Upon lapse of time^— Bomiy Vw Bidgard, 1 Cox^ 
14B; Moth v. AUwood, 6 Yes. 845; Morx v. 
Rojfaly 12 Yes. 355 ; Lord Kensinglon v. PhilippSi 
D. P. MSS. and 5 Dow. p. ; Scott v. Dunbar.^ 

* D. P. 1826. MSS. The bill was by the assignee of an 
equity of redemption, against the mortgagee, &c. praying 
redemption, &c. The defence was that the conveyance was 
obtained by a steward from his onployer at an inadequate pricey 
and wlule he was in a state of distress, and pecuniary embar- 
rassment. In the Court below, the bill as to redemption was 
dismissed with costs ; but this decree was reversed on appeal to 
the House of Lords, principally on the ground that the transac- 
tion was not questioned, until after the lapse of thirty-eight 
years. Judgment, in D. P. d7th Feb. 1826. See also as to 
execution of power. Commons v. MarshaUy 6 B. P. C. l68. 
Power reserved by grantor in a settlement, to lease for thirty-one 
years or three lives. Lease executed for thirty-one years or 
tiiree lives, which shall last longest^ held good. Sngdtai on 
Pov^er% 560-1, that a condition not audiorised by the power 
annexed to the appointment, does not invalidate the appointment 
As to confirmation of void leases. Doe v. Waits, 7 T. tl. 83, 
acceptance of rent by remainder-man, held a confirmation of 
void lease granted by tenant f^r life. Hoe. v. Prideau», 10 East. 
1S8, acceptance of rent by remainder-man in tail,4i confinnation 
of lease made, by a tenant in tail exceeding his power. As to 
notice. Hall v. Smith, 14 Ves. 426, notice of a lease is notice 
of all the contents. Diet. M. R. On the question of fraud 
and titlie to specific performance, Twiskton v. Griffitk, l P.W. 
310, sale by expectant heir at an inadequate price set aside* 
Cfwynn r. Heaion, 1 B. C. C. 1, on a bill to be relieved from 
an unconscionable bargain, fer a revernonary vent charge ob- 
tained from an expectant heir, it was set aside on terms, the 
rent charge to stand as seicifrity for asoney advanced and costs^ 
Noit V. Hill, 1 Term idf, 2 Tern. S9, unconscionable bargain 
with heir expectant set aside. Dwis v« Symonds, l Cox. 408, 
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18^. In the course of the argument, the following 

observations were made :— - 

The Lord Chancellor. — ^What acquiescence is 
there under the second part of the agreement? 
The agreement appears on the memorial to be 
severed into two parts. The consideration might 
be reasonable, so far as the confirmation of the 
lease goes, but bad as to the agreement for re- 
newal. 

Lord Eldon. — It appears that the Appellant 
states in his case, that Francis Cuff was seized in 
fee : if that is not correct, it appears that then 
Francis Cuff was tenant for life ; and that Michael 
gave the confirmation, and agreed for the new 
lease while his father was living. 

What is the evidence that the agreement was 
in consideration of a sum of money, as it is 
stated in the case ? Taking the copy to be true, 
thd<i;p is no statement in the memorial that the 
agreement was in consideration of a sum of money. 
How does it happen that it is differently stated 
in the case ? Can it be for any purpose but to 
deceive ? These Irish cases are so stated, that 
we never know the facts. 

Tke Lord Chancellor. — It was assumed and ar- 
gued below, that 20/. was the consideration. If 



discretion of Court as to bills of 8peci6c performance, to dis- 
miss, although they would not cancel the agreement, on a bill 
by the other party. Kemeyi ▼. Hansard, Cooper 195, refusal 
to execute a hard agreement obtained from a person in distress. 
Peacock v. EvanSf \6 Ves. 512, unequal bargain obtained from 
a person of weak capacity set aride on terms. dnoUmd ▼. De Fa* 
rta, 17 Ves. 90. Fonbl. £q. Note K. p. 195. 5th edit, and Cases 
in Marg. p. id?. See also fVhaUey v. Whailey, 3 Bli. 1, and 
the authorities collected in the notes. 
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the agreement had been registered before 1760, 1829. 
the father might have detected the fraud. 

Lord Eldan. — It appears that the property was 
set up to auction, (not where) but it was then 
stated that the property was subject to a lease, 
and covenant in the lease for renewal. 

Lord Manners. — It is fair to the Appellants to 
state, that my judgment was founded on the ad- 
mission, that the consideration of the agreement 
was 20/. 

Lord Eldon. — The lease takes no notice of any 
power. It is for life of Michael Cuff, &c. 
Owens covenants to pay 40/. to Francis Cuff, 
his heirs and assigns ; and then Francis Cuff 
covenants for his heirs, executors, administrators, 
and assigns, for quiet enjoyment. 

Lord Manners. — Upon the hearing in the Court 
below, I was of opinion, that this was not a case 
in which the Court ought to interfere to enforce a 
specific performance, and dismissed the bill on the 
grounds which I will state.* The consideration 
for the renewal is not stated in the memorial, but 
it was admitted at the bar^ that 20/. was the 
consideration for the agreement to renew the 
lease. It was argued by the counsel for the 
Appellant, that the omission to register, or the 
delay in registering the agreement, was immate- 
rial ; and at this distance of time, it may not be a 
circumstance to be much relied upon, although 
it is matter of suspicion. It is, however, mate- 
rial in this respect, that in Ireland it depends 
upon the registry, whether a deed, whether legal 

* His Lordship liere stated the flacts of the case as set forth 
in the tett, and then proceeded as above. 

VOL. iir. s 
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J^29. or equitable, is to have priority ; and one would 
have imagined 9 that in such a transaction between 
an attorney and an improvident young man, the 
attorney would have been anxious to get his 
document of title registered : to him it must have 
been a matter of importance. 

The settlement of 1760, was executed for a 
valuable consideration. Under that deed the 
Respondent derives title to one moiety of the 
lands in question. The bill for the specific per- 
formance was filed in 1821. The Court thought 
that the Plaintiff had not made out a sufficient 
title, and dismissed the bill. If the case had 
been brought before the Court recently after tiie 
transaction, depending upon such a title, it would 
have been impossible, consistently with the rules 
of equity, to have granted relief. That a young 
man, an expectant heir, should be induced by 
his father's attorney, for a consideration of 20/. to 
ratify a lease which was void as against him, and 
also for the same consideration, to grant in re- 
version another lease for lives undefined, imports 
in itself, a transaction so grossly fraudulent, that 
no court of equity could give its assistance to 
efiectuate such an agreement. 

Then arises the question, whether from length 
of time and possession, there has been an acqui-* 
escence which deprives the Respondent of his 
ground of defence ? As to possession, it is clear 
that it must be referred to the lease of 1745. 
Samuel Owens was in possession under that 
lease. The last renewed lease according to the 
agreement, was not to commence until the ex- 
piration of the former lease. But then it is 
argued here at the bar, that the agreement is one 
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and entire ; that it must be good or bs^d for the 1829. 
whole. That was not so considered, or argued, 
upon the hearing in Ireland. It appeared, and y. 
was there assumed, that the agreement related to 
distinct matters, and had operation accordingly : 
one part to confirm the act of the father, the 
other to grant a renewal of the lease. The Court 
considered one part of the agreement fair and 
sustainable, the other invalid : that the consi^^ 
deration of the 20/. was the only circumstance 
connecting the two parts of the agreement. If that 
were the only question, and it turned upon ade*- 
quacy or inadequacy of price, I might agree 
with the counsel for the Appellant, that the 
agreement must be ccmsidered as entire. But 
looking at the whole question^ it could not be so 
treated ; for the consideration itself was evidence 
of the unfairness of the transaction — a mere bribe 
— a gross imposition: the consideration could 
prove nothing but fraud. On this ground the 
Court proceeded as to one moiety. The same 
reasoning applies to the other moiety purchased 
in 1814. It appears that moiety was sold subject 
to the lease of 1745, and purchased with notice; 
which is supposed to have the effect of compelling 
the purchaser to perform the agreement. It is 
clear that the person who sold meant to exonerate 
himself, and that the party who bought had the 
benefit in a lower price. That may create an 
equity between the vendor and the purchaser, 
but the lessee has nothing to do with it. Upon 
tiiis ground I formed my opinion, in M*Guire «« 
Armstrong.^ The case from Vernon^ is a loose 

* 2 Ba. and Be. 538 f Wattcn v. Com. Stamford^ 2 Venu 

s2 
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1829. note, but shews that the vendor meant to release 
B^I!!^^T *^® subject. In the case of Earl Brooke v. JBti/- 
^' keky,* the bill was filed Iby a vendor against a 
purchaser, and person claiming the benefit of a 
lease ; calling on the purchaser to execute the 
lease. Lord Hard wick says, '' The first question 
'' will depend on the obligation the Plaintiff was 
'' under to renew at the time of the agreement 
'' for the purchase ; and next, on the notice 
'' of that obligation : for if the Plaintiff was 
*' under an obligation, either in law or equity, to 
** renew, and the purchaser or his agent at the 
time of the purchase had notice of such obliga- 
tion, the estate must be taken subject thereto.'* 
If the vendor is bound, so is the purchaser, and 
vice versa. The m m on ing, therefore, as to the 
moiety purchased, applies equally as to the other. 
The question in the case in Vesy, was between the 
vendor and purchaser, who was entitled to the 
benefit? There is no material distinction. 

If evidence was necessary, it ought to have been 
treasured up by Samuel Owens. The possession 
is accounted for, by reference to the lease of 1746. 
There is nothing to connect the two parts of the 
agreement but the single consideration of 20/. 
This is not a case for the extraordinary inter- 
ference of a Court of equity. No evidence was 
required on the part of the Respondent, because 
he relied upon the unfairness of the transaction, 
apparent on the face of it. In the Court below, 
it was insisted that the 20/. with interest, should 
.be repaid. Upon this question the Appellants 
were left to their remedy at law. The Appel- 

* 2 Vcfc 498. 
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lants, or those under whom they claim, might 1829. 
have filed a bill to perpetuate testimony ; and in 
such a case, it was highly necessary to do away ^' 
all imputation which might attach upon such an 
agreement : this they have failed to do. 

The Lord Chancellor then put the question, and 
the judgment was affirmed. 



Judgment affirmed by order» 10th June. 
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1829. 

ENGLAND. 

(court of chancert.)* 



DI7PPIBLD 

V. 
DUPFIBLD. 



Thomas Duffield, and Emily ^ 

Francis his Wife, Plaintiffs in v Appellants. 
the Court of Chancery - - 3 

Amelia Maria Elwes, Francis 
Const, Geouge Law, Abra- 
ham Henry Chambers, Wil- 
liam Hicks, George Thomas 
Warren Hastings Duffield, 
Caroline Duffield, Maria / Respondents. 
Duffield, Anna Duffield, 
Susan Eliza Duffield, In- 
fants, Defendants in the same 
Court, by Original and Amend- 
ed Bill 

The same Plaintiffs in the Court 
of Chancery 

Robert Greenhill Russell, 
Esq. George Spencer Smith, 
William Hicks, and Amelia 
Maria his Wife, late Amelia ^ Respondents. 
Maria Elwes, Defendants in 
the same Court, by Supple- 
mental Bill 



y- Appellants. 



y Appellants. 



The same Plaintiffs in the Court 
of Chancery 

Henry Duffield, an Infant, De- J 
fendant in the same Court, by > Respondents 
second Supplemental Bill - j 

* Report in the Court below, 2 Simon and Stuart, p. 556» 
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1829. 

A testator by his will, devised to trastees and their heirs, all his ^_r ,-^ 
freehold and copyhold land at S. and also his freehold land suffiblo 
at H. in case there should be but one son of his daughter A. 
who should attain the age of twenty«one years, upon trust for 
such son and his heirs; and in case there should be two or 
more sons of A* who should attain the age of twenty • one 
years, then in trust for the second of such sons and his heirs ; 
and in case there should be no son of A. upon trust for such 
of the daughters of A. (if any) as should first attain the age 
of twenty-one years, &c. : and then after certain bequests of 
stock in trust, to pay the dividends by way of life annuities, 
the testator devised and bequeathed all the residue of his 
property, whether freehold, copyhold, or for years, money in 
the funds, upon mortgage or otherwise, upon security or at 
interest, debts of whatever other nature or kind, to the same 
trustees, their heirs, executors, and administrators, upon 
trust, to sell, get in, &c. and to apply the proceeds in pay- 
ment of debts and legsicies, &c* ; and as to the residue of the 
monies to arise by such sales, to invest the same in the public 
funds or real securities; and if there should be only one 
child of A. upon trust, to transfer or assure the funds, and the 
dividends, interest, and annual proceeds thereof, to such only 
child, at or on his attaining the age of twenty-one years, &c* ; 
and if there should be two or three children of A. in trust, 
for such two or three children, equally to be divided between 
them, the shares of sons to be transferred on their attaining 
the age of twenty-one years, &c. 
The testator afterwards made a codicil to his will in these words, 
to the efiect following : — ** Having some short time back 
drawn my pen through the first fifteen lines of the sixth 
sheet of my will, and being apprehensive that such rasure 
not being witnessed, might lead to litigation, I declare 
*' that the sole intention of such rasure is, to revoke that 
<* part only of the will, whereby I direct the sale of my free- 
hold property, ; and I hereby direct and appoint, that the 
son of my daughter A. who shall first attain the age of 
<* twenty-one ^ years, shall on attaining that age change his 
name to Elwesj and I give and devise to the said son of 
A. on his attaining the age of twenty-one years, and 
changing his name to Elwes, all my freehold property, 
** lands, tenements, and hereditaments, to hold to my said 
grandson, his h^irs, and assigns, &c.; and I do hereby 
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1829. " ratify and confinn the said will, except as before is ex- 

" cepted." 
Held that the will was revoked by the codicil, expressly as to 
DUFFIELD. the power of sale; and as to the corpus of the lands at S. 

and H. by the effect of inconsistency of devise, bat that the 
will was unrevoked and operative in all other respects; and 
that under the devise by the effect of the will and codicil, no 
estate in the lands at S. and H. and the other freehold 
estates, was vested, but remained contingent upon the event 
of sons or daughters of the testator's daughter, according to 
the limitations of the will, living to attain the age of twenty- 
one, &C ; and that until such vesting upon such event, (or 
until such event should become impossible) |the estate in the 
lands vested in the trustees, and the rents and profits were 
applicable according to the trusts of the will. 



George ELWES being at the time of making 
his will, and until his death, seised of or well 
entitled to an estate of inheritance in fee simple, 
of and in divers freehold manors, messuages, 
lands and hereditaments, situate in the counties 
of Berks, Surrey, Middlesex, and Suffolk, and 
elsewhere, and also to an estate of inheritance in 
fee of, and in divers copyhold and customary 
hereditaments, situate in the counties of Berks, 
Essex, and Suffolk, and elsewhere ; and also pos- 
sessed of and well entitled to a very considerable 
personal estate and effects, consisting of valuable 
leasehold messuages and hereditaments, monies 
in the funds, and various other particulars ; when 
he was of sound and disposing mind, memory, 
and understanding, duly made and published his 
last will and testament in writing, bearing date 
the 1st day of March, 1811, and duly executed 
by him, and attested as by law required, to pass 
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freehold estates by devise; and he thereby z*^^* 

among other things, devised and bequeathed as 

follows: — •* I give and bequeath unto my brother 

" John Elwes, and Abraham Henry Chambers, 

" (the Respondent) and . their heirs, all that 

** my freehold and copyhold farm and estate, 

*• situate, lying, and being in Southwood Park, in 

" the county of Suffolk, which I lately purchased 

• * from John Py tches. Esquire, (and the copyhold 

" part, whereof I have already surrendered to 

'' the uses of my will;) and also all that my 

'' freehold farm and estate at Haverhill, in the 

** county of Essex, to, for, and upon such trusts 

<< as are in and by this my. will expressed and 

** declared thereof; (that is to say) in case there 

** shall be but one son of my daughter Amelia 

"Maria Frances Duffield, by her present hus- 

" band, the said Thomas Duffield, who shall 

" attain the age of twenty-one years, upon trust 

*' for such son, his heirs and assigns, for ever ; and 

** in case there shall be two or more sons of the said 

'' Amelia Maria Frances Duffield, who shall attain 

'' the age of twenty-one years, then in trust for 

" the second of such sons, his heirs and assigns 

"for ever; and in case there shall be no son of 

" the said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield, by the 

" said Thomas Duffield, who shall attain the age 

" of twenty-one years, then upon trust for such 

" of the daughters (if any) of the said Amelia 

" Maria Frances Duffield, by the said Thomas 

" Duffield, as shall first attain the age of twenty- 

" one years, or be married under that age, with 

" the consent of the trustees or trustee for the 

" time being of this my will, and the heirs and 

" assigns of such daughter for ever ; but if 
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1829. '' there shall not be any son of the said Amelia 
JjJ^^^ " Maria Frances DufBeld, by the said Thomas 
«- <' Duffield, who shall attain the afi:e of twenty- 
'^ one years, nor any daughter who shall attain 
'^ that age or be married^ and the said Thomas 
'* Duffield shall depart this life leaving the said 
'* Amelia Maria Frances Duffield him surviving, 
'* then upon such and the same trusts for the 
** benefit of the crhildren, as well sons as daugh- 
" ters, of the said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield 
** by any second husband with whom she may 
** happen to intermarry, as are hereinbefore ex* 
** pressed and declared of and concerning the said 
'' freehold and copyhold farms and estates, for 
'^ the benefit of the children of the said Amelia 
'' Maria Frances Duffield by the said Thomas 
'' Duffield ; but if there shail not be any son of 
** the said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield, by 
<< such after taken husband, who shall attain the 
<< age of twenty *one years, nor a daughter who 
*' shall attain that age, or be married with such 
** consent as aforesaid, then upon trust for my 
^* brother John Elwes, bis heirs and assigns for 
'' ever." And then after bequeathing certain 
legacies, the testator devised and bequeathed as 
follows : — '' And as to for and concerning all the 
*' rest, residue and remainder of the property ef 
** which I shall be posses3ed, or to which I shall 
« be entitled at the time of my decease, or 
'< over which I have a disposing power, whether 
'' the same consist wholly or in part of estates^ 
" of freehold, copyhold, or for years, money in 
'^ the funds, upon mortgage, or otherwise out 
*^ upon security or at interest, debts, or of what*- 
** ever other nature or kind the same or any part 



DUFFIBLD 

V. 
BUFFIBLD. 



ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 265 

^^ thereof may be, I give, devise, and bequeath I®9« 

^' the same and every part thereof, unto the said 

^ John Elwes and Abraham Henry Chambers, v- 

'^ their heirs, executors, admii^istrators, and as- 

^' signs, upon trust, that they the said John Elwes 

f ' and Abraham Henry Chambers, or the survivor 

** of them, or the heirs, executors, administrators, 

**0T assigns of such survivor, do and shall with 

*^ all convenient speed after my decease, selU 

<< dispose of, and convey all and singular my free- 

^^ hold, copyhold, and leasehold estates, with the 

''appurtenances, &c. ; and also do, and shall 

'' make sale of and convert into money, all such 

'' part and parts thereof, as shall consist of money 

** out upon mortgage or other security at interest 

'' or otherwise, and also get in all debts which 

*^ shall be due and owing to me at the time of my 

'' decease, in such manner as. they shall thicik ex* 

'' pedient, &c. And I do hereby declare and 

** direct, that the said John Elwes and Abraham 

'< Henry Chambers, and the survivor of them, 

'' his executors, administrators, and assigns, shall 

<< stand and be possessed of and interested in the 

** monies to arise or be gotten in by the means 

*' aforesaid or otherwise, under and by virtue of 

''this my will, intrust, in the first place, from 

" and immediately after my decease, to satisfy 

" and discharge all such debts, as shall be due 

" and owing by me to any person or persons 

"whomsoever at the time of my decease, or 

" which shall afterwards accrue due ; and in the 

" next place, to pay, satisfy, and discharge my 

" funeral expences, and the expences of proving 

" this my will ; and then to pay and discharge the 

'* several legacies and bequests which I have 
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1829. " given or bequeathed, or shall give or bequeath 
^^^^^ " by this my will, or by any codicil or codicils 
" thereto ; and after full payment and satisfaction 
" thereof, in trust, forthwith to lay out and invest 
'' such a portion of the residue of the monies to 
*' arise and be produced by the means aforesaid, 
'^ in the purchase of so much and such sum of 
'' 3 per cent, consolidated bank annuities, in the 
^' names of them the said John Elwes and Abra- 
*' ham Henry Chambers, or of the survivor of 
''them, his executors, administrators, or as- 
" signs, as the yearly dividends thereof will 
'' amount to the sum of 1,000/. of lawful money 
'' current in England ; and upon trust, that they 
'' the said John Elwes and Abraham Henry 
** Chambers, and the survivor of them, his execu- 
'' tors, administrators, and assigns, do and shall 
'' from time to time, during the natural life of my 
" said daughter Amelia Maria Frances 0ufBeld, 
*' pay, or cause to be paid, all the dividends of 
'' the said 3 per cent, consolidated bank annuities 
'' so to be purchased, as the same shall accrue 
'' and be received, into the proper hands of the 
said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield, &c. And I 
do hereby declare and direct, that the said 3 per 
" cent, consolidated bank annuities so to be pur- 
'' chased as last aforesaid, shall from and after 
*' the decease of my said daughter Amelia Maria 
'' Frances Duffield, fall into and be taken as part 
** of my said personal estate, and be disposed in 
'' manner hereinafter declared thereof : And as 
'' to for and concerning the then residue of the 
*' monies to arise and be produced by the sales 
''hereinbefore directed to be made of my said 
" real and personal estate^ upon trust, to lay out 
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and invest the same in the purchase of parlia- 1829* 
mentary stocks or funds of Great Britain, or 
upon real securities at interest, in the names of v* 
'' them the said John Elwes and Abraham Henry 
'' Chambers, or of the survivor of them, his 
** executors, administrators, or assigns, upon the 
^* trusts, and for the intents and purposes, and 
'' with under and subject to the several powers, 
** provisoes, and declarations, hereinafter ex- 
^' pressed ; (that is to say) in case there shall be 
** only one child of the said Amelia Maria Fran- 
*' ces Duffield, by the said Thomas Duffield, in 
'* trust, that they the said John Elwes and Abra- 
'' ham Henry Chambers, and the survivor of them, 
'** his executors, administrators, or assigns, do 
^' and shall pay, assign, transfer, or assure the 
** said stocks, funds, and securities, and the divi* 
dends, interest, and annual proceeds thereof, 
unto such one or only child, at or on his attain- 
^' ing the age of twenty-one years if a son, or at 
** or on her attaining that age, or being married 
^' with the consent in writing of the trustees, for 
'' the time being of this my will if a daughter ; 
^* and in case there shall be two or three children 
** of the said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield, by 
** the said Thomas Duffield, then that they the said 
" John Elwes and Abraham Henry Chambers, or 
^* the survivor of them, shall and do stand pos- 
** sessed of the said stocks, funds, and securities, 
^' and the dividends, interest, and annual pro- 
** ceeds thereof, upon trust, for such two or three 
" children, equally to be divided between them 
^' share and share alike, the share or shares of 
^' such of them as shall be a son or sons, to be 
** paid, assigned, transferred, or assured to him or 
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18S9. *^ them, on his or their attaining the age of twenty- 
^^^^^ " one years ; and the share or shares of such of 
*- '* them as shall be a daughter or daughters, to 
** be paid, assigned, transferred, or assured to her 
'' or them, on her or their attaining the age of 
'' twenty-one years, or being married with such 
" consent as aforesaid : And my will is, that 
** in case any one or more of such children; 
'^ being a son or sons, shall depart this life under 
'^ the age of twenty-one years, or being a daughter 
^' or daughters shall depart this life under that age, 
** and without being married with such consent as 
<* aforesaid, then the shares of him, her, or them 
" so dying, shall accrue and go to the survivors 
<< and survivor of such children in equal shares 
^' and proportions if more than one ; and if but 
*^ one, then the whole to such one, and be paid, 
'' assigned, transferred, or assured to him, her, 
*^ or them, together, with, and at the same time, 
^' as his, her, or their original share or shares are 
" and is by this my will directed to be paid, 
assigned, transferred, or assured; provided 
always, that if any or either of such children, 
*' being a son or sons, shall happen to depart this 
^' life under the age of twenty-one years, having 
'^ lawful issue of his or their bodies living at the 
'' time of his or their decease or deceases, or bom 
^' within due time thereafter, then the share or 
*' shares of him, her, or them so dying and having 
'' issue, shall go and belong to his or their child 
*' or children, and shall not survive to or amongst 
** the others or other of such two or three child- 
*' ren : And my will is, that in case there shall 
*' be four or more children of the said Amelia 
^' Maria Frances Duffield, by the said Thomas 
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'' Duffield, that the said John Elwes and Abra- 1829. 
" ham Henry Chambers, and the survivor of p^JJ^^IJ^ 
'^them, his executors, administrators, and as** ^• 
** signs, shall stand and be possessed of the said 
** stocks, funds, and securities, and the dividends, 
'' interest, and annual proceeds thereof, upon 
'* trust, in the first place to purchase with a com- 
'' potent part thereof, or otherwise to set apart 
** thereout, the sum of 50,000/. 3 per cent. 
" consolidated bank annuities, and to stand pos- 
'' sessed thereof, and of the dividends, interest, 
** and annual proceeds thereof, in trust, for such 
" son of the said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield, 
** by the said Thomas Duffield, who under the 
'' trusts of a settlement now intended to be forth- 
^' with made, shall become possessed of an estate 
*^ tail in the said manor of Marcham, and the 
'' messuages, farms, lands, tenements, and here- 
** ditaments, which shall be comprised in the 
** same settlement ; and subject to the payment 
or setting apart of the said sum of 60,000/. 
3 per cent, consolidated bank annuities^ my 
** will is, that the said John Elwes and Abraham 
'' Henry Chambers, and the survivor of them, 
^' his executors, administrators, and assigns, shall 
«< stand and be possessed of the then residue of 
'' the said stocks, funds, and securities, and the 
dividends, interest, and annual proceeds thereof, 
upon trust, for such four or more children (ex- 
** elusive of such son as last aforesaid) of the said 
'* Amelia Maria Ftances Duffield, equally to be 
^' divided between them, share and share alike, 
<< and to to be paid, assigned, transferred, or 
assured to them respectively, at the same time 
or times, and with such benefit of survivorship 
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1829. <' amongst them, and in such manner in all re* 
'^ spects as hereinbefore directed and declared of 
««tn " ^^^ concerning the said stocks, funds and se- 
*' curities, and the dividends, interest, and annual 
*' proceeds thereof, in the event of there being 
'* only two or three children of the said Amelia 
*' Maria Frances Duffield, by the said Thomas 
'^ Duffield. And in case the said Thomas Duf* 
''field shall happen to depart this life, leaving 
'' the said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield him 
'' surviving, and without leaving any issue by 
'' her, or if he shall leave issue by her, and all 
" such issue, being sons, shall depart this life 
'' under the age of twenty-one years, and without 
'' lawful issue, and being daughters, shall depart 
'' this life under that age, without having been 
'' married with such consent as aforesaid, then my 
** will is, and I do hereby declare and direct, that 
** t^e said John Elwes and Abraham Henry 
'' Chambers, and the survivor of them, his execu- 
'' tors, administrators, and assigns, shall from and 
'' after such the decease of the said Thomas 
'' Duffield, and failure of issue as aforesaid, stand 
'' and be possessed of and interested in the stocks, 
" funds, and securities, in or on which the monies 
" to arise and be produced from the residue of 
** my real and personal estate hereinbefore de- 
'' vised under the trusts hereinbefore declared 
'' thereof, shall be laid out or invested, upon 
^* trust, to pay the interest, dividends, and annual 
'^ proceeds thereof, from time to time, during the 
*' natural life of the said Amelia Maria Frances 
** Duffield, to such person or persons, as she by 
^' any note in writing signed with her own hand, 
^' shall^ whether covert or sole, and notwithstand- 
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•* ingher coverture, (but so as the same be not by 1829. 
** way of anticipation) appoint to receive the 
" same ; and in default of such appointment^ ^^J^\ 
*• then upon trust, to pay the said interest, divi- 
'^ dends, and annual proceeds, into the proper 
" hands of the said Amelia Maria Frances Duf- 
'' field, for her separate and peculiar use and 
" benefit, not subject or liable to the debts, con- 
** trol, dispositions, or engagements of any hus- 
** band with whom she may hereafter happen to 
" intermarry, and for which her receipts alone shall 
*' be good and sufficient discharges : And in case 
'* the said Amelia Maria Frances Dufiield shall 
*^ happen to marry a second husband, and there 
" shall be any issue of her body by such second 
** husband, then my will is, and I do direct, that 
^* the said John Elwes and Abraham Henry Cham- 
" bers, and the survivor of them, his executors, 
'' administrators, and assigns, shall, firom and 
** after her decease, stand possessed of the said 
'* stocks, funds, and securities, and the interest, 
*^ dividends, and annual proceeds thereof, upon 
'Vsuch and the same trusts, for the benefit of the 
'' children of such second marriage, as are by 
'* this my will, declared of and concerning the 
'^ said stocks, funds, securities, interest, divi- 
** dends, and annual proceeds, for the benefit of 
'* the children of the said Amelia Maria Fraifces 
*' Duffield, by the said Thomas Duffield. And in 
** case of the decease of the said Amelia Maria 
** Frances Duffield, without leaving any issue of 
her body, who by virtue of the trusts of this 
my will, shall become entitled to the said 
'' stocks, funds, and securities, and the dividends, 
" interest, and annual proceeds thereof, then 
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18^. <* I give, bequeath, and dispose of the same 
'' stocks, funds, and securities, and the dividends, 
** interest, and annual proceeds thereof, in man- 
" ner following, (that is to say) I give the sum of 
'' 1,000/. &c. And as to, for, and concerning all 
** the then residue of the said stocks, funds, 
** and securities, and the interest, dividends, and 
** annual proceeds thereof, I give and bequeath 
*' the same and every part thereof, unto the said 
*' John Elwes, his executors, administrators, and 
** assigns, to and for his and their own use and 
'^ benefit, and to be paid, assigned, transferred 
** and assured to him and them accordingly. 
'' And my will further is, and I do hereby declare 
'^ and direct, that the said John Elwes and 
*' Abraham Henry Chambers, and the survivor of 
** them, his executors, administrators, and as- 
*' signs, and other the trustee and trustees, for 
^' the time being of this my will, shall by and out 
'* of th^ rents, issues, and profits of the said 
** freehold and copyhold estates^ by this my will 
'^ first devised, and by and out of the part or share 
'' of and in the said stocks, funds, and securities, 
^' and the dividends, interest, and annual proceeds 
'' thereof, to which any child or children of the 
V said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield, by the 
** said Thomas Duffield, or by any after taken 
'* husband, shall be presumptively entitled, pay 
''and apply for the maintenance and education of 
" any such child or children, in the mean time, 
'^ and until his, her, or their share or portion, 
'' shares or portions, shall become payable, such 
'* yearly sum and sums of money, as to them the 
'* said John Elwes and Abraham Henry Cham- 
'' bers, or the survivor of them, his executors or 
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^' administrators, or other the trustees or trustee, 1829. 
« for the time being of this my will, shall seem ^^^^ 
** meet, &c." And the testator nominated and ^' 

DOFVIBLD. 

appointed John Elwes and Abraham Henry 
Chambers, joint executors of that his will, &c. 

Some time after the date and execution of the 
will, the testator drew two cross lines with his 
pen over a part of his will, which contained the 
trust or direction for the sale of his residuary 
freehold, leasehold, and copyhold estates. The 
testator after the date and execution of his will, 
and before the date and execution of the codicil 
after stated, purchased certain other freehold and 
copyhold messuages, lands, and hereditaments in 
fee, and was seised thereof at the respective times 
of making his codicil, and of his death ; and he 
afterwards, when of sound and disposing mind, 
memory, and understanding, duly made and pub- 
lished a codicil, bearing date the 3d day of March, 
1821, which was executed by him, and attested, 
so as to pass freehold e9tates by devise ; and to 
the purport and effect following : — " Having 
'' some short time back drawn my pen through 
" the first fifteen lines of the sixth sheet of my 
** last will and testament, dated on or about the 
'' 1st day of March, in the year of our Lord one 
" thousand eight hundred and eleven, and being 
'* apprehensive that such fasure not being wit- 
*' nessed might lead to litigation, I, George Elwes, 
'' do hereby declare by this my codicil to the 
" said will, that the sole intention of such rasure 
" was, and is to revoke that part only of the 
" aforesaid will, whereby I direct the sale of my 
** freehold property, which sale I accordingly do 
** hereby revoke ; and I do hereby direct and 
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1829. '< appoint, that the son lawfully begotten of 
'* my daughter Emily Frances Duffield, who shall 
^* first attain the age of twenty-one years, shall on 
'' attaining that age change his name for that of 
" Elwes : And I give and devise to the said son of 
*' my daughter aforesaid, on his attaining the age 
'' of twenty-one years, and changing his name to 
" Elwes, all my freehold property, lands, tene- 
'' ments, and hereditaments, to have and to hold 
** to him my said grandson, his heirs, and assigns, 
'' for ever : Also I give and bequeath to my wife 

Amelia Maria Elwes, for and during the term of 

her natural life, my dwelling house, situate and 
'' being on the Terrace in High Street, in the 
'' parish oi Mary-le-bone ; and I also give unto 
'' my said wife, the contents of the said house: 
*' And I do hereby nominate and appoint the 
" Reverend William Hicks, of Whittington Rec- 
'' tory, in the county of Gloucestershire, to be 
" my executor, in the room of my late brother 
'* John Elwes, Esquire, deceased; and I do 
** hereby ratify and confirm the aforementioned 
'' will and testament, dated as aforesaid, except 
** as is before excepted." 

On the 2d day of September, 1 82 1 , George Elwes 
died, without having revoked or altered his will, 
save as the same was altered by the codicil, and 
without having altered or revoked his said codicil. 

George Elwes on his death, left the Respon- 
dent Amelia Maria Elwes his widow, and the 
Appellant Emily Frances Duffield his daughter, 
and only child and heir at law, and heir accord- 
ing to the custom of the manors, whereof his 
copyhold estates were holden, and also his sole 
next of kin. 
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The Appellants had then five children ; namely 1829. 
the Respondent George Thomas Warren Hastings 
Duffield, their then only son, an infant then of the 
age of nine years and upwards, and four infant 
daughters, namely, the Respondents Caroline 
Duffield, Maria Duffield, Anna Duffield, and Susan 
Eliza Duffield, younger than their said brother. 

After the death of George £lwes, the Respon* 
dent Abraham Henry Chambers, the executor 
named and appointed by his said will, and the 
Respondent William Hicks, appointed executor 
by the said codicil, duly proved his said will and 
codicil in the Prerogative Court of the Archbishop 
of Canterbury, and received and got in some 
parts of his personal estate, and of the profits and 
produce thereof, and had thereout paid his funeral 
ezpences, and all or most of his debts, the whole 
amount whereof was inconsiderable. 

In 1821 a bill was filed, and afterwards amended, 
stating among others, the facts herein before set 
forth, and contending among other points, that the 
devises of the lands at S. and H. and the residuary 
freehold lands, were not vested under the will and 
codicil, but future and executory, and that until the 
events happened on which the vesting should 
take place, the Appellant E. F. Duffield, as heir 
at law, and customary heir, was entitled to the 
rents and profits of the lands, subject to applica- 
tion of such part as might be necessary for the 
maintenance of the presumptive devisee under 
the will. The bill among other things, prayed a 
declaration in this respect accordingly. 

The several Defendants to the original and 
amended bill having appeared, and put in their 
answers, and the cause being at issue, witnesses 
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1829. were examined, and certain documentary evidence 

^^^^j^ was adduced on the part of the Appellants ; among 

^* other documents, the will and codicil of the tes- 

tator George Elwes, were proved by the attesting 

witnesses. 

The cause came on, and was heard before the 
Vice Chancellor, on the 22d, 24th, and 28th days 
of February, the 1st day of March, and the 9th 
day of April, 1823; and on the 17th day of April, 
1823, the Court by decree of that date, (among 
other things) declared that the will of the testator 
George Elwes, bearing date the 1st day of March, 
1811, and the codicil thereto, bearing date the 
3d day of March, 1821, were well proved, and 
that the same ought to be established, and the 
trusts thereof performed and carried into execu- 
tion; and the same was ordered accordingly: 
and to take an account of the personal estate, &c« 
And it was ordered that the said master should 
inquire and state to the Court, what freehold and 
copyhold estates of inheritance the said testator 
was seised of at the times respectively of making 
his will, of making his codicil thereto, and of his 
death : And it was ordered, that the said master 
should take an account of the rents and profits of 
the said testator's freehold and copyhold estates, 
accrued since his death, and received by the Re- 
spondents Abraham Henry Chambers and William 
Hicks, or either of them, or by any other persons, 
by their or either of their order, or for their of 
either of their use. And it was declared, that 
the appointment made by the said codicil of the 
Respondent William Hicks to be an executor, in 
the room of the testator's deceased brother John 
Elwes, does not operate as an appointment of the 
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said William Hicks to be a trustee as well as 1829. 
executor. And it was ordered, that it should be ^Jj^^^ 
referred to the said master, to inquire and state <"• 
to the Court, what children of the marriage be- 
tween the Appellants were living at the time of 
the death of the said testator, and whether any, 
and what children had been since bom, and what 
were their respective ages. And it was ordered, 
that a case should be made for the opinion of the 
judges of the Court of King's Bench; and that 
the questions in such case should be, first, 
whether the devise of the freehold part of the 
estate at Southwood Park, and of the freehold 
&rm and estate at Haverhill, contained in the will, 
is revoked by the codicil ? Second, did the ma* 
nor of Marcham pass under the residuary devise 
contained in the testator's will ; and if it did, was 
such devise revoked by the codicil ? Third, did 
the manor of Marcham pass under the codicil to 
the first son of the Plaintiff Emily Frances Duf- 
field, who shall attain twenty-one years and 
change his name to Elwes, or to whom does the 
same belong ? Fourth, does the estate at With- 
ersfieldand Haverhill, purchased after the testator 
made his will, pass under the devise in the codicil 
to the first son of the Plaintiff Emily Frances 
Duffield, who shall attain the age of twetity-one 
years and change his name to Elwes, or does it 
go to the residuary devisee, under the joint 
operation of the will and codicil, or does it de- 
scend to the testator's heir at law ? Fifth, to 
whom belong the surplus rents and profits of the 
said copyhold estate at Southwood Park, and of 
the said freehold estate at the same place, and of 
the said freehold farm and estate at Haverhill, (if 
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1829. the devise of such estates contained in the wiil 
^Jj^^^ was not revoked by the codicil) after providing 
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for the maintenance of the devisee thereof, until 
a first son of the said Plaintifi* Emily Frances 
Duffield shall attain twenty-one years; or in 
failure of such son, till a daughter shall attain 
that age, or be married with consent according to 
the will ? Sixth, to whom do the intermediate 
rents and profits of such of the testator's fi-eehold 
estates as are effectually devised by his codicil, to 
the son of the Plaintiff Emily Frances DuflSeld, 
who shall first attain twenty-one years and change 
his name to Elwes, until such events take place, 
belong? And it was ordered, that all proper 
facts necessary to bring such matters in question, 
should be stated in the said case : And it was 
ordered, that it should be referred to the said 
master to settle the said case, if the parties dif- 
ferred about the same. And, &c. (declaration as 
to donatio mortis causd.) And it was ordered, that 
the copyhold estates of the said testator, (other 
than his copyhold estate at Southwood Park) and 
the leasehold estates of the said testator, should 
be sold, with the approbation of the said master, 
to the best purchaser or purchasers that could 
be got for the same, to be allowed of by the said 
master : And it was ordered, that the money to 
arise by the said sale should be paid into the bank, 
with the privity of the said Accountant-General, 
to be there placed to the credit of this cause, as 
follows ; viz. such part thereof as should arise by 
sale of the testator's said copyhold estates, to the 
account of monies arising by saje of the said tes- 
tator's said copyhold estates, and such parts 
thereof as should arise by sale of the said testator's 
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leasehold estates, to the said account, " the testa- '^^^ 
tor's personal estate/' subject to the further ouffiblo 
order of the Court : And, &c. (receiver :) And, 
&c. (reference as to maintenance of infants, &c.) 
And the Court reserved the consideration of the 
question relating to the sum of 50,000/. three per 
cent, consolidated bank annuities, and of the 
several questions thereinbefore directed to be sent 
for the opinion of the judges of His Majesty's 
Court of King's Bench, until the judges of the 
said Court should have returned their certificate ; 
and also reserved the consideration of all other 
further directions, and of the subsequent costs of 
this suit, until after the master should have made 
his general report ; and any of the parties were 
to be at liberty to apply to the said Court, as 
there should be occasion. 

The Respondent Amelia Maria, the widow of 
George Elwes, on the 3dday of July, 1824, inter- 
married with the Respondent William Hicks. 
Previous to that marriage, an indenture of settle- 
ment, dated the 3d day of July, 1824, was 
executed, whereby all the annuities, and other 
property which the Respondent Amelia Maria 
Hicks was possesed of or entitled to, as a pro- 
vision made for her by her late husband George 
Elwes, were assigned to the Respondents Robert 
Greenhill Russell, and George Spencer Smith, 
upon the trusts therein mentioned, for the benefit 
of the Respondents Amelia Maria Hicks, and 
William Hicks. In consequence of this arrange- 
ment, the Appellants on the 2d day of August, 
1824, exhibited their supplemental bill in the 
Court of Chancery against the Respondents 
Robert Greenhill Russell, George Spencer Smith, 
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1829. the Reverend William Hicks and Amelia Maria 
his wife, as Defendants^ stating the original suit 
j;^^^ and decree, and proceedings, and the marriage of 
the Respondents William Hicks and Amelia Maria 
his wife, and the indenture of settlement made 
upon their marriage ; and prayings that the Ap^ 
pellants might have the benefit of the original suit 
and proceedings, and that the decree and pro- 
ceedings, whether by way of appeal or otherwise, 
might be carried on and prosecuted as well 
against Robert Greenhill Russell, and George 
Spencer Smith, as against the Respondents 
William Hicks and Amelia Maria his Wife» in 
respect of their new interests in the matters in 
question in the suit, and for general relief. 

To this supplemental bill, the Defendants Ro« 
bert Greenhill Russell, George Spencer Smithy 
William Hicks and Amelia Maria his wife, ap- 
peared, and put in their answers, admitting the 
material facts stated in the supplemental bill. 
The Plaintiffs entered into evidence to prove the 
marriage of the Defendants William Hicks and 
Amelia Maria his wife, and the said indenture of 
settlement made on that occasion. The supple- 
mental suit oame on to be heard by consent, before 
the Right Honourable the Master of the Rolls, 
on the 13th day of August^ 1824, when his Lord- 
ship was pleased to order and decree, that the 
former decree, bearing date the 17th day of Aprils 
1823, and the several proceedings should be 
carried on and prosecuted, and the accounts and 
inquiries thereby directed, taken and made be- 
tween the said parties to the said supplemental 
suit, in like manner as thereby directed as to the 
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parties to the former suit, with directions as to ISS9. 
costs, and taking accounts* &c. 

The master made a separate report of the 
testator's debts and legacies, dated the 2d day 
of December, 1824, which was confirmed by 
order, dated 9th December, 1824. 

On the J 6th December, 1824, be made his 
separate report respecting the maintenance to be 
allowed for the infant Respondents. 

By an order of the Master of the Rolls, bearing 
date the 18th day of December, 1824, the mas- 
ter's report of the 1 6th of the same month was 
confirmed ; and it was ordered that the sum of 
2,000/. a year, &c. 

The payments for the maintenance of the five 
infant Respondents were made agreeable to the 
last mentioned orders. 

On the 14th day of July, 1825, the Respondent 
Henry Duffield, another son of the Appellants, 
was born, who being the second living son of the 
Appellants, was the presumptive devisee of the 
Southwood Park and Haverhill estates, devised 
by the testator's will, and also, as a child of the 
Appellants, entitled to a share of the testator's 
residuary personal estate, and to have mainte- 
nance allowed him out of his expectant property. 

The Appellants on the 9th day of December, 
1826, filed a supplemental bill in the Court of 
Chancery, againstthe Respondent Henry Duffield 
as a Defendant, stating the original and former 
supplemental suits, and the decrees and pro- 
ceedings had therein, &c. and the birth of the 
Respondent, and his claim on the matters in 
question ; and praying that the Appellants might 
have the benefit of the original and former sup- 
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1829. plemental suits and proceedings; and that the 
decree and proceedings, whether by way of 
appeal or otherwise, might be carried on and 
prosecuted against the Respondent Henry Duf- 
field. 

To this supplemental bill, the Respondent 
Henry Duffield appeared, and put in his answer 
by his guardian, thereby claiming all such rights 
and interests in the testator George Elwes's real 
and personal estate as he was entitled to, and 
submitting the same to the protection of the 
Court. This supplemental cause came on to be 
heard upon bill and answer, before the Master of 
the Rolls, on the 17th day of December, 1825, 
when it was ordered and decreed, that the former 
decrees, bearing date the 17th April, 1823, and 
the 13th August, 1824, and the several proceed- 
ings, should be carried on and prosecuted, and 
the accounts and inquiries thereby directed, be 
taken and made between the parties to that sup- 
plemental suit, in like manner as thereby directed 
as to the parties to the former suit ; and after 
directing the taxation and payment of the costs 
of that supplemental suit to that time, the con- 
sideration of all further directions, and of the 
subsequent costs of that suit, were reserved in 
like manner as the same were reserved by the 
former decrees ; and any of the parties were to 
be at liberty to apply to the Court as there 
should be occasion. 

In pursuance of the Vice Chancellor's decree 
of the 17th April, 1823, a case was prepared for 
the opinion of the judges of the Court of King's 
Bench ; that case contained a statement of the 
facts, except that, to avoid the impropriety of 
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proposing to a Court of common law^ a question 1S99. 
concerning the devise of a mere trust estate, the ^tjFF«LD 
ultimate limitation of the manor of Marcham, duffwld. 
and the freehold hereditaments comprised in the 
indenture of settlement, of 7th October, 1802, 
made to George Elwes in fee, in the event of the 
Appellant Emily Frances Duffield marrying with- 
out his consent in writing, was described in the 
case to be a use capable of hieing executed in 
possession by the statute, and not a mere trust 
estate as the settlement makes it. The questions 
in the case were those directed by the Vice Chan- 
cellor's decree, as before stated. 

In the sittings after Easter Term 1824, the case 
was argued before three of the judges of the 
Court of King's Bench, (in the absence of the 
Lord Chief Justice) who certified their opi- 
nion thereon to the Court of Chancery, as 
follows : — 

'' This case has been argued before us by 
" counsel. We have considered it, and are of 
" opinion, 

** 1st. That the devise of the freehold part of 
'< the estate at Southwood Park, and of the free- 
** hold farm and estate at Haverhill, contained in 
** the will, is not revoked by the codicil. 

*' 2d. That the manor of Marcham did pass 
" under the residuary devise contained in the 
" testator's will, and that such devise was revoked 
*' by the codicil. 

''3d. That the manor of Marcham did pass 
'' under the codicil to the first son of the Plaintiff 
" Emily Frances Duffield, who shall attain twenty- 
** one years and change his name to Elwes. 
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1839. <Mth. Tliat the estate at Withersfield and 

^^^J^ " Haverhill, purehased after the testator made 
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'* '' his will, passed under the devise in the codicil 
*' to the first son of the Plaintiff Emily Frances 
'' Duffield, who shall attain twenty-one years and 
change his name to Elwes. 

" 5th. That the surplus rents and profits of 
'' the said copyhold estate at Southwood Park, 
'' and of the said freehold estate at the same 
** place, and of the said freehold farm and estate 
** at Haverhill, after providing for the maintenance 
'* of the devisee thereof, belong to Abraham 
^' Henry Chambers, the surviving trustee under 
** the will of the said testator, until a first son of 
'* the Plaintiff Emily Frances Duffield shall at- 
'' tain twenty «-one years, or int failure of such son, 
'* till a daughter shall attain that age, or be 
" married with consent according to the will. 

'' 6th. That the intermediate rents and profits 

** of such of the testator's freehold estates^ as are 

effectually devised by his codicil to the son of 

the Plaintiff Emily Frances Duffield, who shall 

&rst attain twenty-'one years and change his 

'* name to Elwes, until such events take place, 

*' belong to Abraham Henry Chambers, the sur- 

'' viving trustee under the will of the testator. 

•* J. Bayley. 
" G. S. Holrogd. 
" J. LUtUdale:' 
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Upon the return of this certificate, the causes 
came on to be heard on the 26th day of April, 
1826, before the Vice Chancellor, upon further 
directions: and on the 29th day of Aprils 1826, 
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a decretal order was proiiounced, whereof the 1329# 
declaratory and mandatory part is as follows : — ^^jFirmL 

This Court doth declare, that the said certificate ^• 
of the judges of the Court of King's Bench is 
hereby confirmed, as to their answers to the first 
and second questions proposed in the said case : 
And as to the matter of the third, fourth, fifth and 
sixth questions, this Court doth declare, that the 
equitable estate and interest of which the said 
testator Greorge Elwes died seised or entitled to 
in the manor of Marcham, and the other freehold 
hereditaments comprised in the said settlements 
of the 7th day of October, 1802, and the 15th 
day of October, 1807, passed by the general de- 
vise in the said codicil of all the testator's free* 
hold property, lands, tenements, and heredi- 
taments. 

'' And this Court doth declare, that under and 
'* by virtue of the said will of the testator George 
" Elwes, the Defendant George Thomas Warren 
'* Hastings Duffield, as the only son of the Plain- 
'' tiff Emily Frances Duffield, by her husband the 
"Plaintiff Thomas Duffield, living at the tes- 
" tator's death, took upon the testator's death, a 
" presently vested equitable estate in fee, in the 
'^ testator's fireehold and copyhold iaarm and estate 
'' in Southwood Park, and freehold farm and 
'' estate at Haverhill, specifically devised by his 
'^ will, subject to be devested by the death of the 
" said George Thomas Warren Hastings Duffield 
"under the age of twenty-one years, or by the 
" birth of a second son of the Plaintiffs : And 
" this Court doth declare, that upon the birth of 
" the Defendant Henry Duffield, the second son 
" of the Plaintiffs, the said equitable estate of the 
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1829. " said George Thomas Warren Hastings Duffield 

^^^^ " was devested^ and the said Henry Duffield took 

«• *' a vested equitable estate in fee, in the said 

DUFFIELD. ^ ' 

^' Southwood Park and Hayerhill estates, subject 
" to be devested, in the event of the said Henry 
'' Duffield dying, or becoming neither the second 
^* nor only son of the Plaintiffs, before he attains 
" the age of twenty-one years." And in taking 
the account directed by the decree, of the rents 
and profits of the testator's freehold and copy- 
hold estates accrued since his death, this Court 
doth order, that the master do distinguish which 
of such rents and profits arose from the testator's 
freehold and copyhold farm and estate in South- 
wood Park, and his freehold farm and estate at 
Haverhill, specifically devised by his said will : 
And it is ordered, that the master do also distin- 
guish what part of the rents and profits of %e 
said specifically devised estates, accrued previous 
to the birth of the Defendant Henry Duffield, 
and what part thereof has accrued since that 
time. ** And this Court doth declare, that such 
'' of the said rents and profits as accrued before 
" the birth of the said Henry Duffield, belong to 
^* the said George Thomas Warren Hastings Duf- 
" field, subject only to the allowance for his 
^' maintenance directed by the said will, and 
" that such of the said rents as accrued since the 
'' birth of the said Henry Duffield, belong to the 
" said Henry Duffield, subject only to the allow- 
'^ ance for his maintenance directed by the said 
" will." And this Court doth declare, that the 
devise of the said testator's residuary freehold 
estates to trustees made by his will, is wholly 
revoked by the said codicil. '< And this Court 
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" doth declare, that under and by virtue of the 1829. 
''said codicil, the Defendant George Thomas 
'' Warren Hastings Duffield, the eldest son of the *'- 
** Plaintiff Emily Frances Duffield, upon the tes- 
*' tator's death took a presently vested legal 
" estate in fee, in all the testator's freehold pro- 
'' perty, lands, tenements, and hereditaments, 
'' (except only the said Southwood Park and 
** Haverhill estates, specifically devised by his 
** said will,) subject to be devested in case of the 
<' death of the said George Thomas Warren 
" Hastings Duffield under the age of twenty-one 
" years, but without prejudice to the question, 
*' how far such estate may be affected in case the 
" said Defendant George Thomas Warren Has- 
tings Duffield should not, on attaining his age 
of twenty-one years, change his name for that 
" of Elwes : And this Court doth declare, that 
the rents and profits of the said freehold pro- 
perty devised by the said codicil, accrued since 
the said testator's death, belong to the said 
'^ George Thomas Warren Hastings Duffield." 
And in taking the said account directed by the 
decree, of the rents and profits of the testator's 
freehold and copyhold estates accrued since his 
death, it is ordered, that the master do distinguish 
which of such rents and profits arose firom his said 
freehold property devised by his said codicil. 
And this Court doth declare, that the direction in 
the said will, that the trustees thereof should 
out of the produce of the testator's residuary 
real and personal estates, purchase or set apart 
the sum of 60,()00/. 3 per cent, consolidated bank 
annuities, is to be considered only as a charge on 
the said residuary fund ; and that the said testator 

VOL. 111. u 
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1829. that the second son is more entitled than the 
^^^^Jj]^ eldest ? for the eldest after all may be the only 



V. 

DurriBLD* 



son when he attains twenty-one. 

You are therefore taking it away from one who 

may be entitled, in favor of one who may never 

be entitled. 
The eldest son's estate can never be devested, 

if it be vested till a second, or some other son 

attains twenty-one. 

But it is' to be devested in the event of his 
becoming neither the second nor the only son. 

Then is an eldest * daughter to take a vested 
interest ? 

There are cases, undoubtedly, in which what 
has seemed to be contingent, has been held to be 
vested : those cases, however, have no applica- 
tion here. So much for the estates given by the 
will ; now for the codicil. 

Here the devise is to the first son who shall 
attain twenty-one, and shall change his name to 
Elwes. Who is here intended to take? The 
testator did not like the name of Duffield, and 
chose that his own name should go with the 
estate. The first son might not attain twenty-one, 
or he might not choose to change his name : any 
other soil might first, take the name. The re* 
servation of' the . question, as to the necessity of 
taking the name, is avoiding the difficulty; not 
deciding it. Is not taking the name as much 
part of the description as attaining twentyTone ? 
One is as much a branch of the description as the 
other; Supposing Mr. Duffield was to take the 
name of Elwes, and have a son bom afterwards; 
would that son take upon his birth ? It must be 
now decided/ what is the effect of that provision. 
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of which the Vice GJbancellor has« reserved the 1829. 
consideration ? 

The decisions on which this decree was founded , 5 

are not applicable :* where there is a devise to A. 
if he attains twenty-one^ and if not over ; it has 
been held that the devise is immediate. The only 
question is^ whether the condition is precedent or 
subsequent? The object in those cases is certain : 
but here it is to one of a class. You can never 
tell who is to answer the description. Those 
cases all turn upon the devise over. The other 
class of cases is, where the devise is to A. until 
B. attains twenty-one, and then to B. Those 
cases are cases of exception out of the gift and 
turn upon the adverbs of time, '' when, until," 
&c. Suppose I devise to my first daughter who 
shall marry ? no unmarried daughter could take. 

The decision in Grant's case,f was represented 
to have been a decision that the estate was 
vested: but that was not so. The reason why 
the estate was held to be barred was, that the 
statute of fines enables the party to bar a pos- 
sibility. There the person was in esse. He was 
ascertained and described in the will. 

In the habendum the words when he shall attain 
twenty-five were omitted; yet there being no 
devise over, it was held that .he took only a pos- 
sibility. It is an express decision that upon a 
devise to A. when he answers a particular descrip- 
tion, he can take nothing in the mean time. 
The Vice Chancellor relied on Spring and Casar.-^ 
He said it shewed that the event being collateral, 
did not prevent the estate from vesting : that case 

• BramfieU ▼. Cruder, kc. f ^0 Rep. 50. t 1 RoU* Abr. 415. 
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1^^ really has no applicatioti to this. The decisioD 
proceeds upon the subsequent wdrds^ showing 
the intent against the first words* Why do you 
in this case pre it to the first son ? he dote not 
answer the description : but he may answer the 
description^ and therefore you give it to him. But 
when a second smi is bom yoa take it away: 
why ? because he may answer Uie deacrtption ; 
not because he does answer it. But he may not 
answer the description, and ^e first son may. 
That is the person to whom you first give it» and 
afterward take it away. You give it him because 
he may answer the description ; and he may stili 
atoswer the description when you take it away.* 
* The King's Bench has held that the will was 
republished by the codicil, and passed all the 
interest undisposed of expresdy by the codicil ; 
but the trusts upon which the property was de- 
vised to the trustees were revoked : mkl the will 
contained an express devise of all the estatea to 
other purposes^. How then can it operate as a 
republication for this purpose ? But it is not ma- 
terial to argue this question^ for the King's Bench 
has only decided what is the iqgal devise* leaving 
the beneficial itttere^ undisposed of. Now the 
trusts being revoked by the codicil, the treoits n* 
main undisposed ct. 

With respect to the deciairation of right by ifae 
Vice Chancellor, he has reserved tme of the prin^ 
cipal questions, which Mght to have tnfl«enoed 
his decision. He has Mserved the qiieistion as to 
the efiect of the devisee txA taking the hame of 
Elwes ; so that he is to take the estate^ leaving 

« DHvet V. Frtmk, 3 M. mi 8. W. Q fVi. 46. s Tau. 671^ 
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^ 

it in doubt whether he will ever answer the de- 1839. 
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scriptioD, 

With respect to the Southwood and Haverhill ^* 
lands, the estate 13 given to the eldest son ; why .? 
because he answered the description ? no, he did 
not answer it, but he might answer it. Then the 
estate is taken from the first son, to give it to the 
second : why ? because he answered the descrip- 
tion ? no, but because he may. Then suf^iose 
the second son dies, is the first son to take the 
estate again ? 

Lord Eldon. — ^The maintenanee is out of the 
esl;ate, to which the son is preemptively antitled^ 
not to which he i^ entitled. I take it a person 
is said to be presumptively entitled to that to 
which he is not actually entitled, but may become 
entitled. 

Far the Appellants. — ^The question which is re- 
served, is a part of the description. What is the 
construction of the will, if tlie estate is to go to 
daughters ? Is a daughter to MJce whether she 
murws or not, or marries with or without con- 
sent ? so that this construction totally defeats the 
intention ; and it is equally against the rules of law 
and the decisions. Grant's case eited in I/impets 
case.* It was said thai the decision in Grant's 
oase, proceeded upon the ground that the estate 
was vested ; had it been ves|;ed, there would have 
been no question. Tbae is aicase, in which it 
has been held, that a deviae to A. at twenty-one 
widiout more is not executed. All the cases are 
where there is either an intermediate estate or a 
devise over. Boraston's case is of the first class. 
It was held that the word '*' when," had merely 

^ lORep. 51« 
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1829. relation to the preceding estate. They are mere 
adverbs of time, and not of contingency. Nobody 
can contend that the son of an eldest son dying 
under twenty-one would take in this case. 

There is another class of cases, Bromfieldv. 
Crowder;^ the doctrine of shifting estates was 
there very much discussed. Doe v. Moore, and 
many other cases. In all those cases there was a 
devise over. It is there held that it is a condition 
subsequent. They all depend upon the devise 
over. There is neither decision nor declaration 
that a devise to A. at twenty-one is not contin- 
gent. He does not answer the description before 
that age. Then it is impossible to say which child 
«will be entitled till one has attained twenty-one. 
It is impossible to produce a case« in which the 
estates have been permitted to shift, in the way in 
which they have been made to shift here. In 
order to make estates shift, very nice provisions 
are necessary, Driver v. Frank.-^ 

Upon this point I have the opinion of the 
King's Bench with me. The Vice Chancellor 
has declared an opinion decidedly the contrary. 
Stevens v. StevenSy'![, shews that where there is an 
executory devise, the intermediate rents go to the 
heir at law. In Bullock v. Stones,^ it was held 
that a devise to A. when he should attain twenty- 
one was contingent; but that as A. was to be 
maintained out of the rents, the estate was to be 
held vested in the heir. 

In the argument below, the two classes of 
cases depending upon adverbs of time and devise 

* 1 N. R 313. t 3 MaoleandSel. *i5. 

X Forr. Rep. 2^8. S < Ves. Senr. 521. 
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over were cited. Spring v. Casar was relied on 1829. 
below, to shew that it would. make. no. difference 
upon the circumstance of contingency, whether ^^^^j; 
it was the party, attaining twenty-one, or any 
other event. 

Lard JEldtm. — In that case it seems to have been 
held it. was a present estate in fee, to be melted 
down to an estate for life, if A. did not pay 10^. 
on a given day. 

For the Appellants. — The clause providing for 
maintenance is a strong corroboration of our 
argument, speaking of the shares as presumptive 
shares.* 

Mr. Jjn^kjf. — ^The surplus rents of the South- 
wood Park estate result to the heir at Jaw. They 
do not go to the presumptive devisee, because 
the devise is executory ;. and such devisee's in- 
terest in the intermediate rents is limited to main- 
. tenance merely. 

Maintenance given out of interest does not 
vest a personal legacy. PuUford v. Hunter,'\ a 
fortiori maintenance out of rents shall not vest a 
rea] estate devised before the time appointed, or 
deprive the heir of his rights. 

The surplus rents do not go to the eldest son 
(Under the devise in the codicil. The claim has 
never been made by the . eldest son ; and the 
answers of the judges to the first and fifth ques- 
tions, decide it. against him. 

They, do not pass under the residuary clause in 

the will . General words are not always of univer- 

. sal operation. Strong v. Ttate;X Roe d. Helling v. 

Yeud ;\ Roe d. James v. Avis ; || Goodtitle v. Miles :^ 

♦ Fearae's Exec. Dev. 547. t 3 Bro. C. C. 41?. 

X% Bvrr. 912. § ^ New Rep. <214» 

II 4 T. IR. 605. f 6 East, .494.. 
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l^O. this is confirmed by the answer of the King e 
^^^l^j, Bench to the first question. Now all that is 
*• given by the; will to the trustees under the re- 
siduary clause, is given in trust to sell* The tes- 
tator has directed the application of part of the 
rents in question, in maintenance of the pre- 
sumptive devisee. The surplus rents are of un- 
certain duration, and of variable amount, accord- 
ing to events which might happen ; therefore no 
purchaser could be found for the surplus rents, 
and the testator could never mtend they should be 
sold: consequently these surplus rents do not 
pass by the residuary clause in the will; and 
being undisposed of by the will or codicil, diese 
surplus rents fall by way of resulting trust, to the 
testator's heir at law. This conclusion is con- 
sistent with the answer of the judges to the fifiii 
question ; who only fioid that the surplus rents 
belong to A. H. Chambers, the surviving trustee 
under the will ; but do not declare the trusts, 
which it would have exceeded tJheir province to 
notice. 

As to the intermediate rente of the Marcham 
freeholds, of which the testoutor was seized at the 
date of bis will, the effect cf the clause of revo- 
cation in the codicil, taken singly, is expressly to 
revd&e the direction to trustees to sell, eontaioed 
in the will ; and impliedly to n^voke the devise 
itself to the trustees. This (fellows from like prin- 
ciple that trustees under a will, shall take no larger 
estate than is necessary, fer the purposes of their 
trust. ^ That this is also the opinion of the judges 



* Dae d. White v. Simpson^ 5 East iGt. OUnter w. M<mck' 
Ion, 3 fiiiig. 13. £ee also Mmrani v. Gtmgk^ 7 Bar. and 
Cress. SO0. 
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appears from the comparison of their answers 1839. 
to the second uid sixth questions* This being so ^^^^^ 
under this clause alone^ no estate whatever in the «„,^.,,. 

' PVFF1SL9* 

Marcham freeholds remains in the trustees ; and 
the clause of disposition contained in the codicil, 
gives only a future and executory interest to an 
uncertain devisee. This is executory, both as to 
the devise im the codicil, and the devise of the 
Southwood Park estate/ contained in the will, 
according to all the authorities. Feame's defini- 
tion of an executory devise ;* Ch^ J. Bridgman's 
definition ;t Grant's case cited in Hunt v. King ;% 
Stevens v. Stevens;^ a case where the devise 
closely resembled the devise in Mr. Mwes's co- 
dicil ; Feame's opinicm in his Posthumous Works.]) 
These authorities shew that both the devise of 
the Southwood Park estate in the will, and the 
general devise in the codicil> are executory.. 

The cases cited against us, do not disprove this 
position. Spring v, Casar % was much relied on 
by the Vice ChimceUor in his judgment. That 
case is thus reported :— ''' Si A. Tenant pour vie et 
** R. en reversion en fee covenant a levier un fine^ et 
** fue ceo serra al use A. et son heirs^ si R^ nej^aia 
'< 10s. al A. 10 Septembris apresy, etsil ceo pay ^ 
*' ^onque oluseA^ par vie, ^apres al use JK, ^enfet^ 
** encest case oest paroU, (d, ijfc^) €st un condition 
** subsequent et nemy precedent, issint que A. adun 
** estate en fee tanque R, paia lOs. ; et les subsequents 
** paroUs explane rinteta dhtre subsequent condition, 
'' }sciiicet,et sil teopinf donque serraal A. pur vie et 

* E««c. Dev. 400. t Sir Tv Raymo»d*s Repottft«d. 

t Cm^ EIb. €iq. § Ga. T. Talb. (Forr. Rep.) 2SS, 

II p. 191- V 1 Roirs Abr. 415. 
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1829. ** puis al use R. en fee^ que montre Vintent detre que 
** A. aura un estate en fee tanque les \Qs. pay.** 
l'^^^*^ Here the words " «, ne," if not, are equivalent to 
'' nisi,*^ or unless. So the limitation will stand — 
To the use of A. and his heirs^ unless R. shall on 
the 10th September next pay 10s; but if R. 
shall then pay 10^. then ** danque,** i. e. from 
that time, the fine is to enure to the use of A. 
for life, with remainder to R. in fee. So the con- 
dition was plainly subsequent, and the estate 
first limited intended to vest immediately. It is 
to be observed, that as far as regards the fee first 
limited to A. the condition was subsequent ; but 
with respect to the estate for life of A. and the 
remainder to R. in fee, the condition was* pre- 
cedent : and in order to make this case an autho- 
rity to justify the decision in Duffield v. Elwes, it 
should have been shewn, that the estate for life 
to A. and the remainder to R. vested immediately, 
before the 10th of September, and before any 
payment of the money. In effect, the words 
" si R. ne paia \0s. al A. 10 Septembris- apres,'* 
which come between the limitation to A. and his 
heirs, and the operative words of condition, viz. 
'^ et sil ceo pay ionquei SgcS' merely have a pros- 
pect towards the condition subsequent which 
follows ; as if the limitation had been to the use 
of A. and his heirs, subject to the condition of 
defeasance hereinafter mentioned^ that is to say, 
provided that if R. shall pay to A. 10^. on 10th 
September next, then the estate shall be to A. for 
life ; remainder to R. in fee. 

The case of Edwards v. Hammond,* admits of a 
similar explanation; there is a clear . present limi- 

* 2 Show, 398, and 1 New Rep, 324, in Note. 
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tation/with a notice of a clause of defeasance to 1829. 

lOllOW. BUFFISLD 

The class of cases in which there was either a ^^l'„^ 
devise over in case of the death of the first taker 
under twenty-one^ or a present disposition of the 
rents and profits until he attained twenty-one, are: 
distinguishable from the present. Thus in Bo- 
raston's case,* there was a devise of a chattel 
interest in the rents and profits, until Hugh 
Boraston should attain twenty-one; and. Hugh 
Boraston was mentioned by name/and described 
as the heir in remainder. In Doe v. MoorCf'l the 
deivise was to John Moore when he attains twenty- 
one ; but in case he should die before twenty- 
one, then over to James Moore his brother. So 
there the devisee was named, and there was a gift 
over, in case of his death under twenty-one. 
In Bron^ldv. Crowdery^ the estate given to John 
D. Bromfield on attaining twenty-one, was, in 
case of his death under twenty-one, given over to 
G. Bromfield; and Ch. J. Mansfield thought the 
intention was to give a vested estate to the first 
taker immediately. Doe v. NoweU,^ was a devise 
in remainder to all the children of J. Roake 
equally at twenty-one ; but * if only one child 
attains twenty-one, then to such child at twenty^ 
one: and in case J. Roake shall die without 
issue, or such issue shall die before twenty-one, 
then over. So there was a gift over upon death 
under twenty-one. The same rule of construction 
applies to the cases of Goodtitle v. Whitby ; || Mans^ 
field V. Dugard \% Dae v. Lea ;** and Warter v. 
HtUchiman.^'\ 

* 3 Co. 19. t 14 East 601. X 1 N. R. 3J3. 

§ 1 Maule and Sel. 327* II 1 Burr. S«8. f 1 Eq. Abr. 19s. 
♦♦ 3 T. R. 41. tt 1 Bam. and Cr, 721. 
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1^* It has been much insisted on by the counsel 

for the eldest son of Mrs. Duffield, that '' an 
J;^^ ** event may be more or less probable, but cannot 
'^ be more or less contingent ;" this we admit: 
but die law itself in determining what shall con* 
atitate a legal contingency, does estimate the 
different degrees of moral probability. There are 
known and distinguished in law, a potentia pro- 
phgua, a near or common possibility ; a potadia 
remota, a retaiote possibility ; and a poientia reiwh 
timma, a tery remote or most improbable pos- 
sibility. The first of these d^^rees may make a 
legal contingency; the two latter cannot. All 
that we contend in the present case is, that the 
uncertainty of the person to take under the de« 
soriptioii assigned, i3 fully sufficient to create a 
legal contingency ; arid yet the events are not too 
remote in time or possibility, to fsrm the basis of 
an executory devise. 

The authorities clearly shew that the devise of 
the &outhwood Park and Haverhill estates in the 
win, and the devise of the testator's general free- 
holds iin the eodicil, are both of them contingent 
and executory. 

Supposing tiiat the clause which revokes the 
direction to sell, leaves the estate in the trustees, 
yet revoking the trust for sale, it revokes all the 
trusts declared VBpoa the sale and sale monies ; 
for it is only through the medium ^of a sale, that 
the freehold property is by the will, made appli- 
cable to the purposes of the renduary fund ; and 
the maxim tiiat ^ ^i destruit medium datruH 
**^nem,'*^ must prevail ; consequently the bare 

* Lampefs csb^, 10 Bep.Sl. 
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legal esiate remains in the trustees^ without aoy 1829. 
trust declared ; and the trust results to the heir ^^^^^ 
at law, until the vesting of the executory deYise «* 
shall divest both trustees and heir of any interest 
in the property. 

The younger children of the Plaintiffs who are 
Appellants in the second appeal, concur witii us 
in contendii^ that these devises are executory ; 
but they argue further, and the judges of the 
King s Bench,a6 &r as we can conjectiure from their 
answers, seem also to hold the opinion, that the 
codicil in some way or other^ effected such a re- 
publioatiDn of the will„ as to g^ve the interme* 
diate interest in the freeholds undisposed of by 
the codicil, to the trusteito named in the will ; we 
insiist that this notion is erroneous, and that there 
is not in the present case any such republication 
as can by law haye the effect ascribed to it. 

Reparations are of two kinds, expressed 
»id implied. We admit the doctrine to be settled 
by a series of aidlMirtties, that the mere execu'* 
tion of a codicil in the requisite form fbr a devise 
of freebold estate^ will, wUhout imrv, ^ect an 
implied republication of a will. But we insist 
tibat such imf)lied fepublioatieai can nei^er be set 
up against the words of a codicil expressly pre^ 
venting or limiting that effect, upon the maxim 
that ^' 0mm esprtsMm f0cit caamre 4ticttum.** A 
testator may limit the repuUicatton efieeted by 
his codicil to the estates already devised by his 
wiU, Barnes v. 'JStarBthm&reJ^ a codicil expressly 
confirmmg a will by date, wiU not set up the 
whole will agaimit an intermediate codicil .re« 

* 7 T. R. 482. S Bot. and Full 6<I0. 
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1829. yoking a part of that will, Crosbie v. MacdoualL* 

^JJ^^J^ And a confirming clause in the conclusion of a 

. -*;,« . codicil, cannot set up a trust in -a will, revoked 

DI7FFIBLD. ' * 

by the earlier part of the codicil. Holder y. 
HowelL-\ 

To apply these principles to the present case — 
The testator George Elwes in the outset of his 
codicil, refers to his will by date, and revokes 
the direction therein contained to sell his freehold 
property : he then disposes of all his freehold 
property, lands, tenements, and hereditaments,: 
by way of executory devise, bequeaths a lease-^ 
hold house to his widow^ adds a new executor,- 
and concludes his codicil by say ing, that ' he does< 
thereby '' ratify and confirm the aforementioned 
'' will and testament dated as aforesaid* except as 
** is before excepted." Therefore we have here 
an express clause of confirmation, or republica- 
tion of the will, limited by an express exception. 
Every thing. which by the earlier part of the 
codicil is excepted or taken out of the operation 
of the will, remains excepted at the conclusion 
and consummation of the codicil. No implica- 
tion can' be admitted to contradict this plain 
expression. Now by the operation of the clause 
of revocation contained in the earlier part of the 
codicil, there was excepted out of the will, the 
devise of the Marcham freeholds, or at any rate 
the direction to sell, and its dependent trusts ; 
therefore by the just legal construction and efiect 
of the codicil, the same exception continues in 
force: hence it follows, that the heir takes the 
intermediate estate, or a resulting trust of the 

* 4 Vea. 610. t 8 Vc9. 97. 



For the Respondent, the eldest son. — Mr. 
Home and Mr. JPembertan. 

The argument on the other side is, that a party 
cannot take any interest, till he fully answers the 
description : our proposition is, that he can when 
the devise is to an individual when he attains 
twenty«-one, or to a class who shall attain that 
age, whether the devise is immediate or in re- 
mainder; the parties in esse for the time being, 
who, if they attain twenty-onCi would answer the 
description to take a pcesent vested interest, 

* Mr. Rose and Mr. West appeared for the younger childreoy 
on whose behalf a distinct appeal was presented* 

VOL. III. X 
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intermediate rents and profits of the Marcham 1S29. 
freeholds. 

As to Withersfield, being an after purchased 
estate, the will alone could have no operation on 
it; therefore the clause of revocation in the 
codicil could not affect it. The only clause 
affecting it, is the disposition in the codicil. 
This, however, is an executory devise, and partial 
disposition ; therefore the part of the fee undis- 
posed of descends to the hi^ir, until the period 
when the executory devise shall become vested. 

If it be said, that the confirming clause in the 
codicil republishes the will, and so makes the will 
affect the Withersfield estate, still the confirming 
clause confirms with the exception, and not only 
republishes the devise to trustees, but confirms 
the clause of revocation also ; in which case the 
intermediate rents of the Withersfield estate, 
would fall precisely under the same line of argu- 
ment as those of the Marcham freeholds, and 
belong like them to the heir at law.* 
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1 8-29. As to the South wood and Haverhill estates, 

^J^^!^ there is by the will, a devise to trustees of the 
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V* whole leg'al fee ; then a devise to the eldest son, 
if only one, on attaining twenty-one ; if two 
sons to the second ; then there is a provision for 
maintenance out of the rents : it is said, indeed, 
that this is out of the property to which the de* 
visee is presumptively entitled> but that is not so ; 
presumptively applies only to the shares of per- 
sonalty. The effect then of this devise is to trus- 
tees, till a son shall attain twenty-one ; then to 
the son, with a provision for maintenance in the 
mean time. Now this is the identical case of 
Bullock v» Stones,* which is supposed to be against 
Us. There the rents were held to be given to the 
devisee^ as soon as he came into esse ; here the 
devisee was actually in esse. 

But then it is said the estate cannot shift in the 
maimer stated in the decree, and that it would 
require intrioate limitations to effect this purpose, 
and Driver v. Frank is cited ; but the only ques- 
tion is, whether the intention is apparent? if 
apparent, in the case of a will, it must take effect 
whether expressed in silt lines> or six sheets of 
parchment r that wai^ not disputed in Driver v. 
fVtfiiAr. But the majority of tlie judges thought 

the intention not apparent; and the case was 
decided against the opinion of great judges. 

It is then said, what would be the case if there 
were no sons, and the estate were to go to 
daughters, would they take vested interests? 
The answer is, that question does not occur. 
The conditions are perfectly different. In diis 
latter case^ ihere ift no time fi&ed, wi^tdi makes 
the distinction. 

• 2 Vto. 521 , 
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Then as to the codicil. The devise is to the J829. 
first son, on his attaining twenty *one and changing ^ll^^!^ 
his name to Elwes. How would it be if the ^* 

PUPFULP. 

condition as to changing the name were omitted, 
would that circumstance make any difference? 
A devise to A. on attaining twenty*one, cannot 
be more ccmtingent than a devise to him if he 
attains twenty-one, or when he attains twenty* 
one: but it is said according to the authorities 
this is executory. Now for this proposition not 
one decision is cited. Grant's* case is the only 
one referred to. But that, though not an autho- 
rity for the Respondent, is no au||iority against 
him. There the conveyance was to the use of A* 
when he attained twenty*five : before he attained 
twenty-five, he levied a fine to B. then he attained 
twenty-five and claimed the estate, and he was 
held to be barred. It is clear the decision must 
have been the same, whether he had an interest, 
or no interest* It seems from the citation in 
Coke, to have been assumed, that he had not an 
estate, but only a possibility, which was barred 
by die fine : it \b stated, however, that no judg- 
ment was entered. But all that could be de- 
cided was, that he was barred, even if at the 
time of the fine levied he had no estate. 

At the date of that case, the rale of construe* 
tion now firmly established, had not been intro- 
duced. Snow V. Tucker, does not come within 
the principle for which we contend ; but that 
was no decision upoa the point : it was merely a 
decision, that a devise io a woman wben she 
shall marry, is a good contingent devise, with a 

• Gted iR Lampet** Caae, 10 Rep. 50. 
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1829. declaration that the estate shall go to the heir in 

)[JJ^J^ the mean time, which nobody disputes. There is 

*- no time limited, which makes all the difference. 

These are all the authorities which have beea 
cited against the Respondents. The others are 
cases in his favor, which the Appellants' counsel 
have attempted to distinguish; but unsuccess- 
fully. If the rule be, as they lay it down, is it 
possible that it can be so destitute of authority? 

On the other side. — From Boraston's case 
downwards, there is one uniform current of de- 
cisions. It is said, indeed, that Boraston's case 
and the othecss of that class, depend upon the 
adverbs of time, and an intermediate estate : if 
that were so, it would apply to this case ; there 
being a devise to the trustees till the devisee 
attains twenty--one. But this distinction has 
been exploded, as will appear by subsequent 
authorities. There are others which are not open 
to this supposed objection, as Edwards v. Ham-^ 
mond; * where a surrender was made to the use 
of the surrenderee for life, then to A. at the age 
of eighteen; if he die under eighteen, then to 
remain to the use of die surrenderor. It was 
held that A. at fifteen had a vested interest. Was 
it not as impossible then to say, that A. under 
eighteen answered the description of the devisee, 
as to say, that here the Respondent under twenty- 
one answers the description ? There was no in- 
termediate estate; no devise over. The estate 
was to remain to the surrenderor and his heirs ; 
which is just the. same, as if there had been no 
limitation to him. This was a case of a specific 

* J N. R. 324. in npt. d Lev. 132. 
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devisee named ; but all the cases hold, that where 1829. 
there is a child bom who answers the description, 
such a devise applies to him, as if he were speci- ^^^^J; 
fically named. 

In Brarnfield y. Crowder* the devise was to 
two for life, at the death of the survivor to A. if 
he should live to attain twenty *one , but in case 
he should die under twenty-one, to B. at twenty- 
one» if B. should die under twenty-one, to C. 
This is in truth the same case with the last; 
except that there is a devise over, which is said 
to make so much difference ; yet that circum- 
stance is not relied on : in fact, w:bat difference 
can it make, unless the devise is to the heir, how 
can it afford any inference of intention ? This 
again is a case of specific devisees. 

Doe V. Moore;\ is the same in substance, but 
Lord Ellenborough's judgment is very important. 
The Ipressure of this case has been so strongly 
felt, that one of the Appellant's counsel has de- 
nied it to be law. But it has never been over, 
ruled nor questioned. It is said not to be sup- 
ported by the authorities on which it rests ; but 
that is a mistake. It is followed by the impor- 
tant case of Doe v. Nowell.X That is the case of 
a devise to a class, and furnishes an answer to all 
the arguments on the other side. It was a devise 
to the children of A. when and as they attain 
twenty-one. There is not an argument against 
this decision, which would not apply to that. It 
was a devise to persons who should answer a par- 
ticular description. How could any take who 
did not answer it ? Was the estate to open and 

* IN.R. 313. t U East 601. X I M. and S. 327* 
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1829. shift from time to time, to vest and devest as 
^^^^^ children were bom and died? These are the 
r^Ucn objections to this decision. They all applied to 
that case, yet the judgment was against them ; 
and that case was confirmed in the House of 
Lords.* 

It is true in that case there was a devise over; 
but that circumstance is no where the foundation 
of any decision. Feame's opinion has been cited 
against us ; but it is manifest that Feame would 
have been of opinion against the decision in 
Brmfield v. Crowder. But it is remarkable that 
this distinction of a devise over, never occurred 
to him as of any weight , though he adverts to the 
distinction of an intermediate estate, which is 
now exploded. 
. Thus then stands the case as to the will, and as 
to the codicil also, unless it can be distinguished 
on the ground of taking the name. 

With respect to the codicil, it is said, there is 
another and distinct condition, that the devisee is 
to take the name : they say that it is an uncertain 
act in itself, and that the thing being uncertain, 
the estate is contingent. For this they cite two 
cases ; Snow v. Tucker, If that a devise to a woman 
when she shall marry, is good as an executory 
devise. Atkins v. Hiccocks,'^ was the case of a 
bequest to a daughter when she shall marry with 
consent : the last case is one of personalty, as to 
which the question is different from realty. Both 
these cases turn upon the circumstance that there 
is no time fixed. Dies incertus caniitianem facU. 
When a time is limited at which the act is to be 

•RandaU ?. Dot, 5 Dow. t 1 Sid. 153. % 1 Atk. 500. 
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done, it is the same thing as if the event must 1820. 
happen, as the legatee attaining twenty^one. ^!^^!^p 
This distinction runs through all the cases. In *- 

OUfFIELO* 

Spring V. Casar,* the reason given is, that a day 
is fixed for the pay meat ; a condition that A. 
shall do, and for the doing B. shall pay> is a con^ 
dition precedent ; but a time fisced for payment 
will vary the construction.t Though in grapts 
estates shall not be till the condition precedent is 
performed, yet it is otherwise in a vill ; for the 
will shall be expounded by the intent of the 
party, Jennings v. Gower.% A condition to take ft 
name, is clearly a condition subsequent: upoa 
a devise to the second son of A. taking my 
name, and in default of such issue, to the daugh*^ 
ter, it was held that a son who died at eighteen 
without taking the name, was entitled to the 
rents which accrued during his minority, Trqf^ 
ford V. Ashton.^ Suppose the son had attained 
twenty^one, but died [before he had assumed the 
name, leaving children ? Suppose there had been 
no son bom at the death of the testator^ would 
the devise have been void as too remote, inasmuch 
as the attaining twenty^one must precede the 
taking the name ? After all it is a mere question 
of intention ; if the rule compels us to say he 
meant the sons to take before twenty-one, can it 
be said still he meant him first to change his 

name ? 

If the intermediate rents are not given to the 
devisee, they are given to the trustees upon the 
trusts declared. As to the Southwood and Ha* 

♦ 1 Roll. Ab. t 1 Sallu 171. 

X Cro. Elis. 319. 1 8 Vmi. 661. 
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1829. verhill estates, the devise is to the trustees, of all 
^^^^^^ the property, and the trusts are declared of all : 



V. 
DUFFlBIiDv 



As to the bulk of the estate for the son at twenty- 
one, as to the rest subject to maintenance upon 
the trusts of the residue, there is nothing after- 
wards to affect this disposition. As to the estates 
purchased before the date of the will, every thing 
is given to the trustees; the devise is revoked 
only as far as the codicil revokes it. There is no 
revocation of the devise by the erasure, but only 
of the trust to sell. The codicil explains how far 
that devise is revoked, only to the extent in 
which an interest is taken out of that devise for 
an eldest son. What is not taken from the trus- 
tees remains in them, except as far as this altera- 
tion extends, the codicil confirms the will. The 
residuary clause will pass any interest which the 
testator had at the time, whether he contemplated 
it or not. It is for those who would restrict the 
words, to shew a manifest intention to the con- 
trary. The codicil makes the will speak from the 
date. Then how does the residuary clause 
stand ? It is a general devise of all his property, 
not specifically disposed of by the will and codi- 
cil. Goodtitle v. Meredith ;* Hulm v. Heygate.^ 
The trust to sell forms no part of the residuary 
clause so altered ; if so, what becomes of the ar- 
gument of intention arising from that circum- 
stance ? The same principle necessarily carries 
the after purchased estates. It is for those who 
would restrict the generality of the expression, 
to shew a clear intention to contradict it. That 
the testator expresses certain specific purposes for 

* 3 M. and S. 5. t ^ Mer. 285. 
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which he makes his codicil, is not sufficient to 1829* 
prove that he has not intentions more extensive. JIJ^^^ 






Lord Eldan. — ^The judges of the King's Bench 
appear in this case to have been of opinion, that ^J*^?"*' 
no son of the testator's daughter was entitled to 
the estate devised, until he should attain the age 
of twenty-one, and that in the mean time, the 
rents and profits belonged to the person having 
the legal estate, giving no opinion as to the ques- 
tion of trust, which was not within their jurist- 
diction* The Vice Chancellor differed in opinion 
from the judges of the King's Bench; and it is 
certain that the judge in equity may decide 
against the opinion of the Court to which he 
sends for information. Lord Thurlow on one 
occasion, not being satisfied, sent back a case to 
the King's Bench for a better opinion : the pro- 
ceeding was unusual, and Lord Kenyon was 
angry: but the judges of the King's Bench 
unanimously gave a different opinion. I followed 
this precedent myself, in a case * relating to the 
estates of Miss Wykham in Oxfordshire. Having 
sent to the Court of King's Bench to ask what 
estate was created by the words of an instru- 
ment, the judges certified that it was an estate 
tail. I then sent the case to the Court of Com- 
mon Pleas; they certified that there was no 
estate at all. I was not satisfied with these 
opinions, and decided differently from both. In 
Boraston's case, it appears from the margin of the 
report, that there were then one hundred and 
seventy authorities upon the same subject: yet 
the circumstances of this case are not precisely 
similar to those of any preceding case. Here 

* Wykham v. Wykham, 18 Ves. 395. 
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1829. the lands are given when the devisee attains the 
age of twenty-one» and not with a gift over» if he 
«; dies under that age ; which latter form of limi- 
tation does not prevent the vesting of the subject 
devised. As the judgment stands, the eldest, 
though he should not attain the age of twenty- 
one, is held entitled to the rents and profits* 
Upon the birth of a second i|on, he, according 
to the judgment, becomes entitled, devesting the 
right of the first son. If the second son should 
die under the age of twenty-one, the right to the 
rents and profits shifts back again to the first son ; 
and there may be ten sons in existence in the 
twenty-one years, who may each have some en-* 
joyment ; so under this process of shifting the 
rights daughters might take before the events pre* 
scribed by the will ; the age of twenty-one, or 
marriage with consent; and according to the 
same doctrine, the remainder man might take the 
estate every other year. 

Such being the case, I have conversed with 
other noble Lords on tho subject; and this 
appears to me to be a question, which the House 
would not be justified itx )deciding» without 
calling on the judges for their opinions. It would 
have been a great satisfaction if I could have 
looked in this case only to the interest of the 
parties, but considering how few of these cases 
upon questions of vested or contingent interests 
have come before this House, and that it is the 
duty of judges to decide questions with a view 
to all other persons having similar interests, and 
affected by the same circumstances, and saying 
no more, than that I have great difiiculty in ac* 
cedipg to the doctrines of the judgment in the 
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Court below^ I cannot advise the House to pro* 1829. 
ceed to judgment in this case^ without having the 
opinion of the twelve judges, on the matters of ^^Jl\ 
law comprised in it. I therefore move, that the 
judges be summoned to attend, and that the case 
should be argued before them in the next Session 
of Parliament. 

7^e Lord Chancellor agreeing in this opinion, 
an order was made accordingly; and the case 
was afterwards, in April 1828, argued before the 
judges; at the conclusion of which argument. 
Lord Eldon delivered the following opinion :— 

Lord Eldon. — (After stating the case sent by 
the Vice Chancellor to the Court of King's Bench.) 
When this case was made for the opinion of the 
Court of King's Bench, it seems to have been as- 
sumed for the occasion, that the devises in the 
will, which I shall have occasion to point out, 
were devises of the legal estate. I take it to be 
perfectly certain, that the Court of Equity must 
itself decide upon the effect of trust devises, and 
cannot call in the assistance of the learned 
judges of any of the Courts of Westminster Hall, 
by so stating ' the expressions of the will, as to 
propose to them the consideration of a testamen- 
tary instrument which shall amount to a devise of 
equitable estates. I take it to be extremely clear 
according to all the rules of practice, that the 
Courts of Common Law cannot decide questions 
as to estates upon trust ; and when we look to 
the nature of those questions, perhaps it may be 
in some degree as well, that they do not. It is 
quite clear that a Court of Equity can decide a 
legal question, because the authority of a Court 
of Equity, its judicial authority, enables it not 
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1829. only to decide questions of fact, not only to de- 

^]J^^^ cide matters of evidence, but it has a right of 

^' itself, also to decide matters of law : there are 

SUFFIILD. 

many cases, in which, having by the interposition 
of a jury ascertained the fact, it has proceeded to 
decide upon it. That a Court of Equity fre- 
quently calls for the assistance of the judges of 
the Common Law Courts, with respect to matters 
of law, is undoubtedly true ; but it may, if it 
thinks proper, assume the jurisdiction of deciding 
on matters of law, as well as matters of equity ; 
and of course the judges of a Court of Equity, 
ought to know what is law, in order to make the 
application. I mention this circumstance, be- 
cause we have heard of its being said, that such 
men as Lord Hardwicke and Lord Thurlow knew 
nothing about law ; and some of the judges of 
later time, have thought they did sufficient to get 
rid of a decision in the Court of Chancery, by 
saying, that is nothing but Chancery practice. 

These questions having been by the Vice 
Chancellor, referred to the Court of King's Bench, 
it is to be lamented, that the course of proceed- 
ing is such, when a case is sent from the Chancery 
Court to a Court of Common Law, that having to 
return again to the Court of Chancery, the Lord 
Chancellor, or the other judge sitting in that 
Court, has not the benefit of knowing on what 
grounds it is, that the judges have decided the 
question. Whether that can be altered or not 
I do not know : I think it is extremely desirable 
it should be. But we cannot expect the Common 
Law j udges will be very hasty in consenting to 
alter the practice, unless we, sitting in Courts of 
Equity, will alter our practice, when they are 
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called upon to alter theirs. There is nothing so 1829. 
mischievous as sitting in an Equity Courts 
to find out that you have asked the Common Law «• 
Court a question, or have sent an issue to a jury; 
without first of all seeing that you have so far ex- 
plained the object of the question, that the an* 
swer to it will enable you to decide the law and 
the fact. It does not appear to me, that a Com* 
mon Law Court should be burthened with our 
equity cases, unless in questions where it is 
expedient and necessary that their assistance 
should be called for. It is the more important for 
other reasons that the judge in equity should look 
at the sort of cases which he sends to a Common 
Law Court, in order to assist his judgment, as to 
what is law in a certain case ; because if he does 
not do so, or if he does not, when it becomes a 
case for a jury, express the grounds of his own 
difficulties, and state with what view the case is 
sent to the Common Law Courts, it is impossible 
that the Common Law judges should afford him 
effectual assistance ; and if they do not, permit 
me to say that is his own fault in many cases. 

Having had the misfortune of being in the 
Court of Chancery about four and forty years, I 
can speak from my own experience, from the time 
of Lord Bathurst, that we have had cases brought 
back from the Common Law Courts, where it was 
no fault of the Common Law Courts ; but where 
they certified their opinion on the precise ques- 
tion referred to them, without its being mentioned 
to those Courts, or their being able from the case 
sent to them, to discover what were the difficulties 
that the judge in the Court of Equity had, at the 
time when be sent the case for their opinion. I 
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1829. could refer to several cases, in which the Courts 

iiufpik!© ®^ Common Law have determined^ and rightly 

9' determined on that which was : stated to them, 

llCFPIBLD. 

but where they have determined the points sub- 
mitted to their judgment, without the counsel 
who argued the case, ever themselves knowing 
what were the points on which the Lord Chancel- 
lor, or the Master of the Rolls, or the Vice Chan- 
cellor desired assistance ; without their knowing 
what was the difficulty of the learned judge in 
Equity. I say, therefore, that where a Court of 
Equity in special cases, calls for the benefit of a 
trial by jury, with respect to a fact, or for the be- 
nefit of the opinion <k the Common Law judges 
in matters of law, it is time and expence thrown 
away, unless the matter is put into such a shape, 
that it may be perfectly understood, what it is 
that the Court of Equity wishes to have decided. 
I cannot find from any report of this case, what 
led to the statement of those questions for a 
Court of Common Law. The case was heard in 
the Vice Chancellor's Court, and these questions 
were- framed for the opinion of the Court of 
King's Bench, but before this House we have 
none of the detail.* 

The answer to the question, (relating to the 
devise to the trustees) is the only answer which it 
was competent for a Court of Common Law to 
give ; namely, that the devise of the legal estate 
being in truistees, the trustees were to have the 
rents and profits. What equitable dispositions 
were made of those rents and profits, it was not 
for a Court of Common Law to consider or to de- 

* Here the answtn of the judges were stated. 
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termine. They state that the rents and profits ^ 1829* 
belonged to the trustees, until the first son of the 
Plaintifi^ Emily Frances Duffield should attain 
twenty^one years, or in failure of such son, or his 
attaining that age, till a daughter should attain 
that age, or be married with consent, according to 
the vrill; that is^ they being the legal holders, 
would according to the effect of this as being a 
legal devise^ take the rents and profits ; and that 
is the only answer which they could give to a 
question so firamed. 

With respect then to the intermediate legal 
rents and profits, it only states, they are effectu- 
ally devised by his codicil, until the son of the 
Plaintiff Emily Frances Duffield shall attain 
twenty^ne years and change his name to Elwes. 
or until the events which are referred to take 
place ; and that they belong to Abraham Henry 
Chambers the surviving trustee, under the will 
of the testator. 

This information having been conveyed firom 
the Oonrt of King's Bench to the Court of Chan- 
cery, that Court* made a declaration, the result 
of which is, tiiat the eldest son took a vested 
estate, subject to be devested by his death 
under twenty^^one, or by the birth of a second 
son ; and that the second son took a vested equi- 
table estate in fee on his birth, but that that 
estate weB subject to be devested in case of the 
second son dying, or becoming neither the second 
or tdnly eon. The declaration does not go on to 
state, that if it should come to pass that the 
second son died, leavii^ an eldest son the only 

* Here tht dectaivtiiiDft of the decree were stBted^ 
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1829. son, the estate must go back again : and if a third 
son was afterwards born, the estate would be 
f;..^ again devested, and go to the third son; and so 
the estate would be changed for twenty^one years 
as often as events of such a nature could happen. 

Taking it to be real property and legal estate, 
if on the opinion of the Court of Common Law 
being expressed, the conscience of the judge in 
the Court of Equity is not satisfied, it is his duty 
judicially to dtffer from them, and to declare that 
difference. My memory calls back instances, in 
which the case has been sent a second time for the 
opinion of a Court of Common Law. According 
to the practice of this House, you cannot put to 
the judges any question directly upon the point 
before the House ; that is, you cannot ask them 
such a question, as whether the opinion of the 
judge in the Court below, is right or wrong ; nor 
can you point to them the question which the 
learned judge put to himself, when he decided 
the cause. Whether this is a wise mode or not, 
the practice of this House is, so to frame the 
state of facts, and so to raise the question upon 
that state of facts, as to enable you to find doc- 
trine out of the answer applicable to the case 
before you. It is established also, as the practice 
of this House, that you cannot ask the judges 
any question, with respect to equitable estates. 
It becomes therefore necessary, in order to bring 
us to the point, that a statement should be made 
and delivered to the judges, before you can rea- 
sonably ask their opinion upon the effect of this 
will; that statement I will cause to be drawn 
out, with a review of the case, which questions 
may be delivered to the judges, in* order that 
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they may have, upon the case so stated, an op- }^* 
portunity of considering the questions which it 
presents for the decision of this House. ^' 

With respect to the devise of the Southwood 
Park estate, it will be in substance, . leaving out 
the names of the trustees, " I give and bequeath 
" all that my freehold and copyhold farm," &c.* 
He says nothing about third sons, except by im- 
plication, providing for the third, fourth and fifth 
sons. So likewise with respect to daughters, all 
he says is, " in case there shall be no son," &c. 
*' then to such of the daughters," &c. By alter- 
ing the frame of the devise, with respect to the 
Southwood Park farm and estate, so as to make 
it a devise without the intervention of trustees, 
the case for the opinion of\the judges, may present 
it as the devise of a legal estate throughout. 

With respect to the part of the will, which ad- 
verts to the maintenance of the children, and the 
fund still existing under this will, except so far as 
the object of it may have been effected, the fund 
for children, and the maintenance of children, 
that clause applies to the rents and profits of 
Southwood and Haverhill, with reference to the 
maintenance of such child or children, as might 
be entitled to that property. It is necessary that, 
on this part of the case, it should be stated to be 
a power unconnected with a trust ; a power given 
to A. and B. to apply the fund to be raised.f 
The observation that arises upon this provision, 
1 shall state to you presently. The question 
being considered as arising on the legal estates, I 

* Here the devise of the Southwood estate was stated, 
t Here the power was stated. 

VOL. III. Y 
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1829. propose to address some question, if it becomes 

^Jj^^^ necessary, to the judges, with respect to the point 

«. I: .. what is to be considered either as to the sub- 

Stance of the devise, or as to the undisposed rents 

and profits, if there ape undisposed rents and 

profits, under the residuary clause in this will. 

I have before stated, that the effect of the de- 
claration in the Court of Chancery is, that the 
first son of Mrs. Duffield is to take, as I under* 
stand it, a vested interest in the property, subject 
to be devested in case of the birth of a second 
son; that the effect of the destination in the will 
is, that if the second son dies, and a third son is 
born, the existence of the third son devests the 
property out of the first son again, unless you 
should be of opinion, that the third son is not at 
all provided for. It appears to me, I confess, 
that by implication the third son is provided for, 
but the effect will not be this, if the first son takes 
immediately upon the interest of the second 
being devested. If that second son should die 
before the third son is bom, the estate must go 
back ; and then if a third son comes into ex- 
istence, the estate having so gone back to the first 
son, would be devested out of him again, and go 
to the third son ; the change of interest taking 
place according to those events which may occur. 
There is .one leading question, therefi)re, to he 
put upon this part of the Qu^e ; whether accord- 
ing to law, (for the equity must be leh out,) it is 
the true construction of this will, that the first 
son took a vested interest in the estate befoce he 
attained twenty-one ? If you are furnished with 
the opinions of thejudges on that point, you will 
be able by your own reasoning, to. apply the 
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principle of that decision, to all the subsequent 1829. 
parts of this clause— Whether a second son being ^^^^^^ 
born devested the estate, and a third son coming ^' . 
into being after the second son died, again de- 
vested it out of the first son ? and so on, going 
backwards and forwards. If in the case of the 
first son that might take. place ; if it be true, that 
the first son takes the estate on his birth till it be 
devested on the birth of the second son, the con- 
sequence must be the same, as it appears to me, 
with respect to all of them. 

On this part of the case, I will take the liberty 
of stating, and calling your Lordships' attention 
particularly to the clause in the will. It has 
been argued on a former occasion in this House, 
that the words imported that there was a vested 
interest on the birth of a son. I confess that after 
all I have learned in the course of a long profes- 
sional life, I should have argued it just the other 
way : that the words presumptively do not meaa 
now, but at a future time. At the same time, 
these words may be qualified by other words, that 
may be found in the will. There is one question 
which it may be desirable to ask the judges, with 
reference to this matter, because the maintenance 
of a third son being to be provided for out of the 
trust devise, that maintenance is devised out of the 
rents and profits of the estate, which is either 
vested or not vested, at the birth of that son. The 
maintenance undoubtedly, may very well come 
out of the rents and profits of an estate, when the 
estate itself is not vested in the son ; but you will 
have to consider this — ^What says the will, with re-* 
ference to the application of maintenance, in case 
a second son should be bom ? If that second son 

y 2 
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18S9. should be born/ there would be a son entitled. 

DwiBLD Then how are you to find the maintenance of a 

*• son presumptively entitled ? and how is a mainte- 

DUFFIBLD. ^ , . Ill ■ . 

nance- to be given to the eldest son, who is no 
longer entitled ? Then again, supposing the second 
son to die, the eldest son will again be presump- 
tively entitled ; and then, though during the ex* 
istence of a second son, you could not take a 
maintenance for the eldest son, the eldest son, who 
would be unprovided with a maintenance during 
the life of the second son, would become entitled 
to a maintenance out of the rents and profits of 
those estates, on the decease of the second son. 
Then you have a third son comes into existence, 
and that third son coming into existence^ he is one 
of the objects of the devise, he would become the 
person presumptively entitled ; the consequence 
of that would be, that there would be a provision 
for his maintenance ; but if the eldest son was 

« 

under the age of twenty-one, there would be no 
provision for his maintenance. It must be con- 
sidered, and that may furnish an answer to some 
arguments which might be raised, that the fund 
is not constituted of the rents and profits only of 
this estate, but a fund constituted by the use of 
other property, which is comprised in the dispo-^ 
sition, with reference to which, this provision for 
maintenance is made. If then, we look at this 
other property, perhaps we may be allowed to look 
at it in reference to the maintenance of the eldest 
son, if he should lose his maintenance by the 
birth of a second son. A question, therefore, 
should be put to the judges, with respect to that 
point also, in order that we may be furnished with 
their opinion^ and one general question, taking 
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this as a devise of legal estaties, as I should by the 1829. 
alteration of the will state it, in order that the 
judges may understand the statement and the ^^^* 
questions together. 

Another question will be, to whom do the rents 
and profits ultra the maintenance (to whatever 
son the maintenance is to be paid) belong, until 
the first son and second son, and so on, attain the 
age of twenty-one years ? If you should be ad- 
vised that the decree is wrong, in stating that the 
estate vested on the birth of a first son, the an- 
swers to two or three questions of that sort will 
assist you in respect to the Southwood estate. If 
the rents and profits do not go with the body of 
the estate, they must be regulated by some prin- 
ciple according to the will, or they must be em- 
bodied in the devise of the estate ; some way or 
other they must be disposed of. 

Then with respect to the other property as to the 
,devise in the codicil, one question will be, what is 
the effect of the codicil on the dispositions in the 
will ? Another question will be, as to its revoking 
or not revoking? Another question will be, 
stating this also as a matter of legal enquiry, 
whether the codicil destroys the effect of the 
will, with respect to the freehold property, taking 
it out of the trustees or not ? If it leaves the land 
itself as belonging to the trustees, then under the 
codicil, it would be an equitable estate ; if on the 
other hand, it destroys both the power of sale, 
and the estate which was given to the trustees, 
then it would be a legal estate under the effect of 
the codicil ; and that question might arise, be- 
cause although by the codicil he afiects the pro- 
perty in the way supposed, yet he does not utter 
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1829. the words, I devise this property immediately, so 

wFFiKLu ^^^ ^^' ^^^ ^® ^^9 niy meaning is only to revoke 
^' that part of the will, whereby I direct the sale of 

DUFFISLD. ^ . 

my freehold property^ not m express terms re- 
voking the devise to trustees. When he comes to 
make the devise^ he does not devise the property 
immediately to them, but gives it to a son or 
daughter on their attaining the age of twenty-one 
years, and taking his name of Elwes. There will 
be questions, whether the estate is given to the 
trustees for twenty-one years, or whether the 
estate is given to the first son presently, as the 
decree understands it to be devested in case he 
does not attain the age of twenty-one, and does 
not change his name to Elwes; or whether 
until he has attained the age of twenty-one 
and changed his name to Elwes, he has an in- 
terest in the property connected with the bene^ 
ficial interest in the property undisposed of during 
infancy ? and there being property undisposed o^ 
according to the will and codicil, to whom does 
the property in the mesne rents and profits, be- 
tween his birth and his attaining twenty-one 
years, go ? but before that question can be asked, 
it will be necessary to have the opinion of the 
judges, whether the declaration in this decree, 
that he takes an immediate interest on his birth, 
to be devested on his attaining twenty-one, can 
or cannot be supported, if this is to be taken as a 
legal devise ? 

Another question will be, putting it in another 
way indeed, whether he has any interest on at- 
taining twenty-one, between the period of his 
attaining twenty-rae, and taking the name of 
Elwes? 
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These are all the questions arising on this tvill, 1829. 
which I propose should be put to the judges, so 
corrected^ as to point out the questions i/vhich 
may arise, ad to the equitable interests. 
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The questions for the opinions of the judges 
having been drawn up by Lord Eldon, and pro- 
posed by order of the House to the judges for 
their opinion^ on the 2d of March, 1829, Best, 
C. J. delivered the uiotanimous opinion of the 
judges, stating the questions with their answers, 
as follows : — 

First question.— 

According to the true construction of the tes- 
tator's will aiid cddicil, as above stated, would 
any son of the testatdr's daughter by her said 
husband, during his jinfancy, be entitled to the 
rents and profits of the testator's estate called 
Southwood Park or the farm at Haverhill; or 
any daughter of his said daughter by her said 
husband, being unitiarried, and under the age of 
twenty-one, be so Entitled during her infancy or 
before she married ? 

. We think that no son of the testator's daughter 
by her present husband, during the infancy of 
such son, nor any daughter of the testator's 
daughter by her daid husband^ being unmarried, 
and under the age of twenty-one, would be en- 
titled to the rents and profits of the estate called 
Southwood Park, or of the fkrm at Haverhill. 

Second question^ — 

If the younger of the said infant sons should 
die in infancy, would the elder of such two sons, 
during his infancy, be entitled to such rents and 
profits ? if he would be so entitled, and a third 
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1829. son should be bom of the testator's daughter by 
her said husband, would such elder son continue 
entitled during his infancy, or would such third 
son becoming a second son, be so entitled ? 

We think that ,if the younger of the two sons 
should die in infancy, the elder of l^uch two sons 
would not be entitled to such rents and profits 
during his infancy; and that a third son be- 
coming a second son, would not be entitled to 
such rents and profits during his infancy. 

Third question. — 

If np son of the testator's daughter by her said 
husband, would be entitled to such rents and 
profits during his infancy, and no daughter of the 
testator's daughter by her said husband, would, 
during her infancy, and before marriage, be so 
entitled, to whom would the rents and profits of 
the said premises belong, during the infancy 
of such sons and daughters of the testator's 
daughter ? 

We think that the rents and profits of the said 
premises, would belong, during the infancy of 
such sons, and during the infancy, and before the 
marriage of any daughter to the testator's heir at 
law. 

Fourth question. — 

The testator having given such power to Elwes 
and Chambers as aforesaid, and to the survivor of 
them, out of the rents and profits of the said pre- 
mises, (by his will first devised) to which any 
child of his daughter should be presumptively en- 
titled, to provide maintenance for such child; 
and there being two sons of his daughter, infants, 
at the time of his death, can Elwes and Chambers 
execute such power, by applying part of the 
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rents and profits of the said premises, for the 18S9* 
maintenance of the second of such sons in his 
infancy ; and in case he (such second son) should 
die in his infancy, the elder of such sons being at 
the time of such death also an infant and an only 
son, can Elwes smd Chambers in that case apply 
part of the said rents and profits for the mainte- 
nance of such only son during his infancy ? and 
in case after the death of such second son in his 
infancy, the testator's daughter should have a 
third son bom during the infancy of the testator's 
daughter's first son, could the said Elwes and 
Chambers in execution of the said power, apply 
part of the rents and profits for the maintenance of 
such third son having become a second son, and 
would they cease to have a power of applying any 
part thereof to the maintenance of an only son ; 
or supposing there was an only son, and a daugh- 
ter of the testator's daughter unmarried, and an 
infant, would Elwes and Chambers have the 
power of applying part of the rents and profits 
for the maintenance of such daughter during her 
minority ? 

We think, that there being two sons of the tes- 
tator's daughter, infants, at the time of his death, 
Elwes and Chambers should execute the power, 
by applying part of the rents and profits of the 
premises first demised for the maintenance of the 
second of such sons, during his infancy ; and in 
case such second son should die an infant, the 
elder son being an infant and only son, Elwes and 
Chambers might apply part of the said rents and 
profits for such only son's maintenance during his 
in&ncy, and whilst he continued an only son ; and 
that in case after the death of such second son in 
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I829. his infancy, the testator's daughtei^ should hare a 
third son born during the infancy of the first, 
the power of Elwes and Chambers to aUow any 
part of the said rents and profits to the mainte- 
nance of the first son wdnld c6ase, and they 
should apply part of the rents and profits for the 
maintenance of such third son : and that sup- 
posing there was an only son, and a daughter of 
the testator's daughter unmarried and an infant, 
Elwes and Chambers would not have the power 
of applying any part of the rents and profits for 
the maintenance of such daughter during her 
minority^ 

Fifth question. — 

According to the true intent of the testator, is 
any son of the testator's daughter entitled to the 
rents and profits of the freehold estates mentioned 
in the testator's codicil, (assuming that the legal 
estate in such freehold estates is thereby devised) 
until and before he attains the age of twenty-one 
years, and also assumes the name of Elwes> and if 
not, to whom do the rents and profits of such 
freehold estates (assuming as aforesaid) belong, 
under the true efiect of the mil and codicil, until 
a son attains that age and assumes that name ? 

The judges are of opinion^ that no son of the 
testator's daughter is entitled to the freehold 
estates mentioned in the testator's codicil, until he 
attains the age of twenty-one years and assumes 
the name of Elwes ; and that until a son attains 
that age and assumes that name, the rents and 
profits of such estates belong to the testator's 
heir at law. 

All the judges who were present at the argument 
of this case, concur in the answers which I have 



DUFFIBLD 

V, 
DDFFIKLD. 



ON APP£AtS ANP W&IT$ OF £RROR. 329 

given to the questions proposed to us by your I8S9. 
Lordships; but for the reasons which I shall 
proceed to give, I only am responsible. ^^^••^ 

These questions refer to a codicil ; your Lord- 
ships will observe that only the will of the tes- 
tator has been sent to us: we have therefore 
considered^ that the codicil referred to by your 
Lordships' question, is that which appears in the 
printed case. 

As the case sent to us states a residuary clause, 
we have not felt ourselves at liberty to consider 
the effect of the residuary clause, which appears 
in the printed case, but have formed our opinions 
upon that which is stated to us by your Lord* 
ships; and it not appearing on that statement, 
that the residue of the testator's property is de- 
vised to any particular person, we have said that 
during the contingencies, the estates would de- 
scend to the heir at law ; and do not, as in the 
case of Stephens v. Stephens^ (Gases Temp. Talbot 
228) where the residue was expressly devised to 
Sir Thomas Stevens, pass under the residuary 
devise in the will. 

The estates in the Southwood park and Ha- 
verhill farm given to the second son, and if there 
be only one son, to the eldest, and if there be no 
son, to a daughter, do not vest until a second or 
only son attains twenty-one; or in case of the 
failure of male issue, until a daughter attains 
twenty-one, or marries with the consent of the 
trustees appointed by the will. 

The testator's other freehold estates do not vest 
until some son of the testator's daughter shall at- 
tain the age of twenty-one years and take the 
name of Elwesr 
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1829. Until these estates become vested, the estates, 

^^^^^ and the rents and profits derived from them, pass 

«"• . to the heir at law of the testator, as estates not 

disposed of by the will. 

'Whilst estates remain contingent, those in 

whom they are at a future time to be vested, have 

no interest in the estates, or the rents and profits 

of such estates. 

Such estates must descend to the heir, if they 
are not given to any person to hold until the 
events happen, on which they are to become - 
vested. This point is too clear to require any 
observation ; indeed, it was not disputed at the 
bar. Testators who create contingent estates, 
often forget to make any provision for the preser- 
vation of their estates, and for the disposition of 
the rents and profits in the intermediate period, 
between their deaths and the vesting of their 
estates. In such cases, the estates descend to the 
heirs, who, knowing that they are to enjoy them 
only for a short period, and that they have ob-^ 
tained the possession of them from the inattention 
of, and not firom the bounty of the testator, or 
from the mistake of the professional man who 
drew the will, will make the most that they can 
of them during the time that they remain theirs, 
regardless of any injury that the estates may 
suffer from their conduct. The rights of the dif- 
ferent members of families not being ascertained 
whilst estates remain contingent, such families 
continue in an unsettled state, which is often pro- 
ductive of inconvenience, and sometimes of in- 
jury to them. If the parents attaining a certain 
age, be a condition precedent to the vesting 
estates by the death of their parents, before they 
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are of that age, children lose estates which were 1^9. 
intended for them, and which their relation to 
the testators may give them the strongest claim 

to. 

In consideration of these circumstances, the 
judges from the earliest times were always in- 
clined to decide, that estates devised were vested; 
and it has long been an established rule for the 
guidance of the Courts, of Westminster in con- 
struing devises, that all estates are to be holden 
to be vested, except estates, in the devise of 
which a condition precedent to the vesting is so 
clearly expressed, that the Courts cannot treat 
them as vested, without deciding in direct oppo- 
sition to the terms of the will. If there be the 
least doubt, advantage is to be taken of the cir- 
cumstance occasioning that doubt; and what 
seems to make a condition, is holden to have only 
the effect of postponing the right of possession. 
To accomplish this purpose, a distinction has 
been made between the adverbs if and when, to 
which the learned in our language, not of the 
profession of the law, would perhaps not agree : 
upon this distinction, however, many equitable 
arrangements of property have been made ; upon 
this distinction the titles of many estates depend, 
and it will therefore be the duty of the judges to 
observe it. The condition precedent to the 
vesting of these estates is so apparent — it is 
declared in such express terms by the will, that 
no ingenuity can explain it away ; no refinement 
can get rid of it; and by holding that these 
estates are vested, we must overthrow the case of 
Stephens v. Stephens, which is directly in point to 
the questions submitted to us, and the authority 
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1820. of which was never questioned. The state of 
the affairs of this family will not be sooner set* 
tied by the artificial contrivance of vesting and 
devesting the estates, than by keeping them con- 
tingent, until a final vesting of them can take 
place, agreeable to the disposition made by the 
testator. How can it be said, that the affairs of 
a family are settled, by vesting an estate in an 
eldest son, and devesting when a second is bom ; 
then vesting it in the second, and devesting on the 
birth of a third son, and death of the eldest ; and 
by again vesting it in a daughter when there are 
no sons, and devesting it again on the birth of a 
son. The only effect of vesting these estates 
would be, to preserve them for the children of 
sons that die before they attain the ages at which 
the estates would vest. 

But is it wise to encourage the marriage of 
infants, by making a provision for the children, 
however imprudently, and however much in op- 
position to the wishes of their guardians, such 
marriages maybe contracted. The uncertainty 
of a provision for a family may occasion a pause, 
before the most important step in life be taken, 
which cannot be attended with lasting inconveni- 
ence, and may prevent lasting misery. Children 
will seldom suffer from estates remaining contin- 
gent, until their parents attain the age of twenty- 
one ; as few, to whom such estates are given, will 
have legitimate children before they are of age. 
This objection, if of any weight, will only par- 
tially apply to this case, for provision is made for 
daughters, who may marry with the consent of 
their guardians, and die before they are of age 
leaving issue. As the testator has not made 
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the same provision in favour of the children of 1829. 
those sons, who are to succeed to his estates, as 
he has made for the children of his daughters, «• 
and the younger sons, who are to divide with his 
daughters the residue of his property, it is to be 
supposed, that he did not intend that the families 
of the first or second sons should inherit, if their 
parents did hoi live until their estates, became 
vested. Knowing how difficult it is to get at the 
intent of parties, when all possible care is taken 
to express their intent with the greatest preciiMon 
in the instruments made by them, and what dif- 
ferent interpretations from the different constitu* 
tions of men's minds, and from their different 
habits and education, are put on the same words, 
I do not much rely on the intent of the testator. 
I take for my guide, what I think is a sounder 
principle of decision in a case, where a testator 
has expressly secured what he has given to some 
of his grandchildr^i, to their issue, and has not 
expressly secured the freehold estates to the 
families of those children, to whom be has devised 
them, namely, whatever his intention may be, 
that intention is not sufficiently expressed for any 
Court to act upon it, when by so doing, we must 
get rid of a condition clearly expressed in the 
other parts of the will. 

It is impossible to say that the words of thi» 
will do not import conditions precedent to the 
vesting these estates. 

The estates are not given to any partkular chU^ 
drtn by name, but to such ckildrm m shall attam 
the age of twenty-cne years. Until they have at* 
tained that age, no one completely answers the 
description which the testator has given of those 
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1829. who are to be devisees under his will, and there- 
^||]^^^ fore there is no person in whom th^ estates can 
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vest. It is an established principle of law re- 
cognized by all the cases that are in the books, 
and founded on the nature of things, that estates 
must remain contingent until there be a person 
having all the qualifications that the testator 
requires, and completely answering the descrip- 
tion given of the object oi his bounty iii his will. 
— In Frank v. Frank, 8 Taunton 145, it is said 
*^ to make an estate contingent we must have such 
'* words as these, I give the estate to such persons 
** who shall at the death of B. F. be the second, 
'' third or fourth sons." The present will has the 
substance of these words, for the devises are to 
such only son as shall first attain the age of twen- 
ty-one ; in case there shall be two or more sons 
who shall attain the age of twenty-one, then in 
trust for the second of such sons, (then in trust 
for such daughters as shall first attain the age of 
twenty-one years.) The codicil gives the estates 
to that son who shall first attain the age of twenty- 
one, and change his name to Elwes. In Frank 
V. Frank, (Gibbs, C. J.) says, " there was a son 
*' ia esse who answered the description in the will." 
'' A contingent remainder devised to a first, second 
or other son would vest absolutely as soon as 
such son 'should come into being, unless there was 
a clear intent expressed or implied that it should 
remain contingent until some later specified time.'' 
In the case. submitted to us by your Lordships, 
there is a clear intent expressed that these estates 
shall remain contingent until it be seen whether 
one or more sons would attain the age of twenty- 
one years, and if there be no sons whether any 
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daughter would live to that age» or be married 1829. 
with the consent of the trustees. 

The testator has given us an explanation of the v. 
terms of the devises of his real estates. In the 
clause of maintenance he directs his trustees to 
provide maintenance for the children of his daugh- 
ter out of the estates or property to which any 
child shall be presumptively entitled. 

A presumptive title is only a possibility, a pre- 
sumptive heir is one who will be the heir if no 
one having a preferable claim be in existence at 
the time of the death of the person to whom the 
presumptive heir stands in that relation. 

When the testator speaks of his grandchildren 
as presumptively entitled, he must be understood 
to say that they have no absolute or vested 
interest. 

In the case of Stephens v. Stq[)hens* the tes- 
tator after giving estates to his grandson William 
and Thomas devised the same property '' to 
'' such other son of the body of his daughter 
** Mary Stephens as should happen to attain the 
*' age of twenty-one years." There is scarcely 
any difference in the terms of the devise in that 
case and in those in the devises under considera- 
tion. The meaning of each is precisely the 
same. In the case referred to, the judges of the 
King's Bench (Lord Hardwick being then at the 
head of that Court) certified that the vesting of 
the estate was suspended until a son unborn 
should attain the age of twenty-one years. Lord 
Chancellor Talbot made a decree according to 
this certificate and said that it agreed with his 
own sentiments and he hoped it would be for the 

♦ Ca. Temp. Talb. (Forr. Rep.) 228. 
VOL. III. z 
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182.9. future a leading case in the determination of 
questions of this kind-^I believe that his Lord- 
^' ship's hopes were realized — it has been considered 
as a leading case — and the impugning its authori- 
ty would shake a principle of law on which the 
titles of many estates depend. 

It only remains for me take notice of that part 
of the will to which your Lordship's fourth ques- 
tion relates^ that is the clause which gives to the 
trustees the power to provide a maintenance for 
the testator's grandchildren. The words of this 
clause are as follow. — 

*' And my will further is and I do hereby de- 
*' clare and direct that the said John Elwes and 
'' Abraham Henry Chambers and the survivor of 
'' them, his executors, administrators and assigns, 
** shall by and out of the rents, issues and profits of 
'* the said freehold and copyhold estates by this my 
'< will first devised, and by and out of the part or 
" share of and in the said stocks, funds and se* 
** curities, and the dividends, interest and annual 
" proceeds thereof, to which any child or children 
" of the said Amelia Maria Frances Duffield by the 
'' said Thomas Duffield or by any aftertaken hus- 
" band shall be presumptively entitled^ pay and 
** apply for the maintenance of any such child or 
** children in the mean time and until his, her or 
** their share or portion, shares or portions, shall 
'< become payable, such yearly sum or sums of 
' ' money as to them the said John Elwes and Abra* 
** ham Henry Chambers, or the survivor of them, 
^* his executors, administrators or other the trus« 
** tees or trustee for the time being of this my will 
** shall seem meet." 
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The trustees are directed to execute this power '8^. 
by providing a fund for the maintenance of each 
child out of the property to which such child is 
in the language of the will presumptively en- 
titled; an only son would under the will be 
presumptively entitled to Southwood Park and 
Haverhill Estates. The testator says nothing about 
providing maintenance out of the estate left by the 
codicil to the eldest son — because these he then 
intended should be sold. As being presumptively 
entitled to these estates, the only son would be 
entitled to a maintenance out of the rents and 
profits of them ; when his presumptive title 
ceased by the birth of a second son, the right to 
maintenance of the first would be determined. 
On the birth of a second son, that second son 
would become presumptively entitled to the 
Southwood Park and Haverhill Estates, and it 
would become the duty of the trustees to provide 
for his maintenance and education out of the 
rents of those estates. Upon the death of an 
elder son and the birth of a third, the second 
would become an elder son and he would cease 
to be presumptively entitled to the Southwood 
Park and Haverhill Estates. A presumptive title 
to which estates would commence in the third 
son. From this period the son which was born 
second must be maintained out of the estates 
destined for the first ; and the son born third out 
of these given to the second : this change in the 
mode of executing the power must take place 
whenever a second son becomes an elder, and any 
son becomes a second. INo daughter can ever be 
entitled to a maintenance out of the estates whilst 
there is a son in existence, for no daughter will be 
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1829. presumptively entitled until there is a failure of 
male issue. It may perhaps occur to your Lordships 
that these changes in the execution of the power 
of maintenance may render the accounts unneces- 
sarily complicated. Courts of justice are not to 
consider the inconveniences that may follow from 
the execution of powers according to the terms 
by which they are created. 

We can find nothing in the will that would 
authorize any Court to dispense with an exact 
compliance with the terms of this power, and we 
therefore think that it should be complied with to 
the letter. 



Lord Eldon. — This was an appeal from a deci- 
sion made by the present Master of the Rolls, 
which came before this House in consequence of 
the Lord Chancellor of that day having signed an 
appeal, with a view to the case finding its way to 
this House, without its being immediately decided 
by the Lord Chancellor himself, and I confess it 
is matter of great satisfaction to me that the case 
has taken that course. From the first moment I 
read this will, I entertained considerable doubt 
whether, notwithstanding all the attention which 
had been paid to it in the Court below by a most 
able Judge, the decree which he had delivered 
was correct. When the matter was argued at the 
Bar of this House it occurred to me, notwith* 
standing what Lord Hardwick had said in the case 
of Stephens v. Stephens^ and what Lord Talbot had 
said in consequence of that determination, that 
the decision which had been made, with the subse- 
quent decisions formed upon it, left the matter 
in such a state that it was of great importance to 
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have the question settled in the most solemn man- 1829. 
ner; and looking to those decisions which had 
taken place between the decision in the case of 
Stephens v. Stephens and the present, I found it one 
of the most difficult tasks that I ever have had to 
execute, to draw out the proper questions for the 
opinions of the learned judges ; I think they will 
do me the justice to say that I exhausted the 
merits of the case by the questions which t ad- 
dressed to them, and I should not satisfy myself 
if I did not say that the learned j udges have given 
a most attentive consideration to this case, and 
have most plainly stated by the Lord Chief Justice 
their reasons for the opinion they have given. That 
opinion must necessarily lead to the reversal of 
the decree pronounced by the Master of the Rolls, 
and I conclude the little with which I have to 
trouble your Lordships, by stating, that having in 
view all the doctrines which have been stated in the 
answers to the questions addressed to the learned 
judges, I do hope that this at least will be a 
leading case, not affecting so much the distinc- 
tions in the earlier case as those which appear to 
me to exist in the cases between the decision of 
Stephens v. Stephens and this case. 

The answers of the learned judges will ne- 
cessarily lead to a reversal of this decree. The 
reversal of the decree will create the necessity 
of great care in forming the decree now to be 
made arising out of a will and codicil so singu- 
larly expressed as this is. I feel it my duty to 
return my humble thanks to the learned judges 
for having pointed out so distinctly what belongs 
to the case. With respect to the maintenance, I 
am happy that I have succeeded in drawing the 
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J^9« ^ coQsideratioD of the learned judges to the point 
which was material ; and I feel obliged to them 
for the rule which they have given in their answer 
in reference to that points which will enable the 
House to do justice more fully than it could 
otherwise have done. 

It is impossible, without taking these papers 
and going through them with great attention, to 
draw that which must be the judgment of the 
House. That may be done in one or other of two 
courses : the one is to state the law as it has been 
delivered by the judges, and to remit the case to 
the Court of Chancery to apply that law ; the 
other is, instead of following that course ourselves, 
to pronounce a decree, and having had the as- 
sistance of the learned judges, I think it my duty 
to propose a decree in the very form in which it 
ought to be sent to the Court of Chancery by 
this House : thus, endeavouring to save that 
Court the trouble which must belong to the draw- 
ing out a decree in a case so difficult as this is. 
I think that is the more wholesome way of pro- 
ceeding, and I conceive my time will be thought 
by your Lordships not ill bestowed, if I can ac- 
complish the purpose of drawing out such a 
decree as I think ought to be made, and ought to 
regulate subsequent cases, carrying with it the 
authority which belongs to a decree pronounced 
in the terms in which this decree should be. 



In May 1829, further questions were put to the 
judges as follows : — 

1. Upon its being assumed that the decree, or 
decretal order, ought to be reversed, so far as the 
same declares that any son of the daughter of the 
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testator would have a present vested interest in, 1829. 
or be entitled to the estates at Southwood and „^JJ7iBtD 
Haverhill, in the will mentioned, or the rents and J'- 
profits thereof, before he attains the age of twenty- 
one years, or have a present vested interest in or 
be entitled to the freehold estates devised by the 
codicil, or the rents and profits thereof, until he 
attains the age of twenty-one years, and takes 
upon himself the name of Elwes according to the 
testator s direction, and assuming that some son 
of the testator's daughter will hereafter acquire 
a vested interest therein, to whom do the rents 
and profits of the freehold and copyhold estates 
of the testator at Southwood and Haverhill in the 
will mentioned, and the rents and profits of the 
freehold estate in the codicil mentioned, go and 
belong respectively, until some son of the testa- 
tor's daughter shall acquire a vested interest 
therein respectively, having regard to the whole 
words, contents and effect of the testator's will 
and codicil ? 

2. And assuming that the testator purchased 
copyhold estates after the date of the will, are 
such copyhold estates having sucE regard as 
aforesaid, to be considered as devised by the 
testator ? 



On the 23d of June, 1829, Alexander, C. B. after 
stating the provisions of the will and codicil on 
which the questions arose, delivered the unanimous 
opinion of the judges as follows: 

The first question respects the rents and pro- 
fits of the freehold and copyhold estates at South- 
wood and Haverhill. We are to assume that the 
specific devise of theae estates is not immediate 
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1829. and vested, but future and contingent; that it 
DUFFiELD ^^®s ^ot draw along with it the rents and profits 
«.,•!;., n intermediate between the death of the testator 
and the happening of the contingency, and we 
are desired to testify our opinion to whom, upon 
the whole frame of these testimentary dispositions, 
these intermediate profits go and belong. 

We are of opinion that they go and belong to 
the surviving trustee of the testator's will, by force 
of the residuary clause in the will. This clause 
is as comprehensive as can be imagined. It ex- 
tends in express words to ** the residue of all 
'^ the property to which he should be entitled at 
** his decease, or over which he had a disposing 
" power, to the residue of his estate of freehold, 
** copyhold, or for years ; " and then after some 
further enumeration, and lest something should 
escape, he adds " of whatever other nature or 
*' kind the same or any part thereof may be." 

There can be no doubt that these would pass 
the intermediate rents not specifically disposed of. 
It is not essential to the effect of a residuary 
clause, that the testator should have had in his 
immediate contemplation, the property to which 
his expression applies. Its very nature and object 
is to envelope every thing, whether present at 
the moment to the mind of the testator or not. In 
Stephens v. Stephens^* a leading case on the subject 
of executory devises, of the same description 
with this, a residuary clause was held by the 
Court of King's Bench, with Lord Hardwicke at 
its head, to pass the intermediate rents and profits. 
Many other cases, if necessary, might be cited to 

♦ Cu. Tcuip. Talb, (Forr, Rep.) p. 228. 
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the same effect. It would not have been safe to 1829. 
have come to the conclusion I have intimated/ ^^^^o. 
without eiamining whether here is any other 
provision in the will^ to narrow and limit the re- 
siduary clause, so as to exclude these interme- 
diate rents. One only passage has been men- 
tioned, the direction for sale. It is said, the 
testator could not mean an interest such as this 
to be sold : that it would be a strange direction to 
be applied to property of this description, and 
therefore that he could not intend to include it in 
his residuary bequest. Observations of this sort, 
oppose but a feeble obstacle to the necessary, 
effect of clear words. They merit attention when 
the words are equivocal and ambiguous, and 
where, from the indistinctness of the language 
used, you must, to give it any meaning, from ne- 
cessity, resort to probability and conjecture : 
but here the language is plain and explicit ; and 
if upon any such reasoning, this interest were 
withdrawn from the residuary clause, the testa- 
tor's language would not be construed but con- 
tradicted. 

I feel that these observations may be deemed 
unnecessary, because in truth, the fact in which 
this doubt originates, fails almost entirely. The 
will, though it did originally, does not now 
direct any part of the freehold to be sold. The 
codicil revokes the power of sale, as to the free- 
hold, and confirms* the will : the will, therefore, 
must be read, as if there was no such direction 
to sell ; and, therefore, that circumstance at this 
day, interposes no obstacle to the true construc- 
tion of the words used in the residuary clause. 
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J^^* We are of opinion, that by force of the resi- 

duary clause, the legal interest in the intermediate 
rents and profits of the South wood and Haverhill 
estates, belongs to the surviving trustee of the 
testator's residuary estate. 

The second question respects the intermediate 
rents of the freehold estates* devised by the co- 
dicil to the son of Mrs. Duffield, who shall first 
attain twenty-one, on his attaining that age. 

The judges are also of opinion, that these rents 
and profits belong to the surviving trustee, by 
force of the same residuary clause, bound, as the 
former was, by the trusts declared in the will. 

It is without question, that the legal fee simple 
of the estate, out of which these rents and profits 
are to arise, was devised, by the residuary clause 
in the will, to the trustees. 

That devise must remain at this day in full 
force, except in so far as it is altered by the co- 
dicil. We must look, therefore, at the codicil, in, 
order to ascertain how far it has altered the de- 
vise of these freehold estates, and to what extent 
it leaves them vested in the original devisees 
undisturbed. There are only two provisions in 
the codicil, which touch the freehold in question. 
The first is the revocation of the direction to sell 
this estate ; the second is the contingent and exe- 
cutory devise to the first son of Mrs. Duffield 
attaining twenty-one, when that event shall 
happen. 

How far do either of these curtail or limit the 
absolute gift in fee simple of the estate itself, con- 
tained in the previous will, to the trustee, upon 
the general trust reposed in him by the testator ? 
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It is obvious^ that the revocation of the direc- 1829. 
tioD to sell, has no effect whatever of this nature. 
It left the legal estate in fee, as well as the bene- ^' 
ficial trusts, absolutely untouched, and amounts 
only to an arrangement respecting the mode in 
which the trusts are to be executed. 

The contingent and executory devise in the 
codicil, is a revocation pro tanto of the devise in 
the will of the same estates : it is an indirect 
revocation. The last revokes the first because 
they are inconsistent, and for that reason only. 
It revokes therefore to the extent in which they 
are inconsistent, and no further. Now how far 
are they inconsistent ? 

The gift is "of his freehold estates to the 
''son of his daughter, who shall first attain 
*' twenty-one." We are to assume that this de- 
vise is contingent and executory; that nothing 
vests till the event happens ; that no estate or 
interest, either legal or equitable, passes, until 
a son attains twenty-one. What becomes of it 
in the meantime ? The prior devise found in the 
will, remains unrevoked. The estate or interest 
continues where the will had placed it, that is, 
in the trustees. 

We are of opinion, therefore, that until the 
contingency shall happen, which is to vest the 
freehold estate in a devisee by force of the codicil, 
the rents and profits of that estate go and belong 
to the surviving devisee in trust of the residue 
named in the will. 

As to the last question put by your Lordships, 
we are of opinion, that any copyhold purchased 
by the testator mesne between the will and the 
codicil passes by the will. 
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1829. The will has the effect upon this subject, which 

^^^l^j, it would have had, if it had been made at the 
^* date of the codicil : for many years this has been 
the rule. The cases are too numerous to require 
that any of them should be mentioned. A codicil 
confirming a will, brings the will down to the date 
of the codicil. As the codicil bears date on the 
3d of March, 1821, so in effect does the will. 
Then as the residuary clause devises all his 
copyhold estates, the estates supposed in the 
question, being at that time his copyhold estates, 
must pass by it. There have been some cases in 
which the republication of a will by a codicil, has 
not had this effect. The case of Strathmore 
v. Bowes f* is one. In these cases, it was manifest 
from the language of the codicil, that the testator 
did not intend to pass his lands purchased afler 
the will. 

Nothing of that kind is to be found in this 
codicil : it must therefore have the usual effect, 
and the will must pass these copyholds. 

Lord Eldon. — The judges having given their 
opinions, in answer to the questions put to them, 
on this and the former occasion, it is sufficient for 
me to say, that I concur in all those opinions. 



♦ 7 Tenn Reports, p. 482. 
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Id the appeal on behalf of the children, the 1829. 
following order was made : — 



OCFFIBLD 

V. 
DOFFISLD. 



It is ordered and adjudged, that so much of the 
said decretal order as declares, that under and by ^g^"^ 
virtue of the said will of the testator George 
Elwes, the said Defendant G. T. W. H. Duffield, 
as only son of the Plaintifif E. F. Duffield, by her 
husband the Plaintiff Thomas Duffield, living at 
the testator's death, took upon the testator's 
death, a presently vested equitable estate in fee, 
in the testator's freehold and copyhold farm and 
estate in Southwood Park, and freehold farm and 
estate at Haverhill, specifically devised by his 
will : subject to be devested by the death of the 
said G. T. W. H. Duffield under the age of twenty- 
one years, or by the birth of a second son of the 
Plaintiffs ; and so much of the said decretal order 
as declares, that upon the birth of the Defendant 
Henry Duffield, the second son of the Plaintiffs, 
the said equitable estate of the said G. T. W. H. 
Duffield was devested, and that the said Henry 
Duffield took a vested equitable estate in fee, in 
the said Southwood Park and Haverhill estates^ 
subject to be devested in the event of the said 
Henry Duffield dying, or becoming neither the 
second nor only son of the Plaintiffs, before he 
attains the age of twenty-one years be reversed : 
and it is declared, that no estate, according to the 
true construction of the will, would vest in any 
son, prior to his attaining the age of twenty-one 
years: and it is further ordered and adjudged, 
that so much of the said decretal order as de- 
clares, that such of the rents and profits of the 
said estates at Southwood Park and Haverhill, as 
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1829. accrued before the birth of the said Henry Duf- 
^^^^ field, belong to the said G. T. W. H. Duffield, 



DUFYIJUtD, 



subject only to the allowance for his maintenance 
directed by the said will ; and that such of the 
said rents as accrued since the birth of the said 
Henry Duffield, belong to the said H. Duffield, 
subject only to the allowance for his maintenance 
directed by the said will, be also reversed ; but 
without prejudice to any question, with respect 
to the application of the rents and profits, or any 
part thereof, for the purpose of maintenance : 
and it is also declared, that the devise of the said 
testator's residuary freehold estates to trustees 
made by his will, is revoked by the codicil, sub- 
ject to what is hereinafter stated, respecting the 
intermediate rents, issues, and profits thereof: 
and it is further ordered and adjudged, that so 
much of the said decretal order as declares, that 
under and by virtue of the said codicil, the De- 
fendant G. T. W. H. Duffield, the eldest son of 
the Plaintiff EL F. Duffield, upon the testator's 
death, took a presently vested legal estate in fee, 
in all the testator's freehold property, lands, tene- 
ments and hereditaments, (except only the said 
Sonthwood and Haverhill estates specifically de- 
vised by his said will,) subject to be devested in 
case of the death of the said G. T. W. H. Duffield, 
under the age of twenty-one years ; but without 
prejudice to the question, how far such estate may 
foe afiected, in case the said Defendant G. T. W. 
H. Duffield should not, on his attaining his age of 
twenty-one years, change his name for that of 
Elwes, be also reversed : and it is further ordered 
and adjudged, that so much of the said decretal 
order as declares^ that the rents and profits of 
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the said freehold property devised by the said 1829. 
codicil, accrued since the said testator's death, 
belong to the said G. T. W. H. Duffield, be 
also reversed : and it is further declared, that 
no son of the testator's daughter, under the effect 
of the codicil, took a presently vested estate in 
the testator's said freehold estates, but that the 
same will belongs to the son of the testator's 
daughter, who shall first attain the age of twenty- 
one years ; and according to the testator's direc- 
tion, change his name for that of Elwes : and it 
is further declared, that the copyhold estates of 
the testator, purchased after the execution of his 
will, and before the execution of his codicil, if 
such be, had passed by the efifect of the will to the 
person or persons, trustee or trustees, to whom 
copyhold estates are devised by the will, upon 
the trusts in the will mentioned : and it is also 
further declared, without prejudice to any ques- 
tion respecting maintenance, that the intermedi- 
ate rents, issues, and profits of the testator's 
freehold and copyhold estates at Southwood 
Park and Haverhill, and his other freehold estates 
devised by the codicil, during the suspense and 
until the vesting of the executory devises thereof 
respectively, are to be considered, according to 
the effect of the will and codicil, as belonging 
and devised to the person or persons, the trustee 
or trustees, of the testator's residuary estates in 
his will mentioned, upon the trusts by the said 
will declared thereof: and it is further ordered, 
that with the reversals and declarations aforesaid, 
the cause be remitted back to the Court of Chan- 
cery, to do therein what is just, and in all respects 
consistent with this judgment. 



350 CASES IN THE HOUSE OF LORDS 

1829. 



DUFFIELO 
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^; In the appeal on behalf of Mr. and Mrs, Duf- 

field, in the right of Mrs. Duffield as heir at law, 
an order was made, containing the same declara- 
tions as in the order upon the appeal of the 
infants, and concluding thus :— 

It is ordered and adjudged, that the appeal so 
far as it seeks a declaration that the intermediate 
rents, issues, and profits of the estates at South- 
wood Park and Haverhill, and the freehold estate 
devised by the codicil, belong to the Appellants, 
in right of the Appellant E. F. Duffield, be dis- 
missed, &c. 
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1828. 



aORDON 
V. 



APPENDIX. ^"""'^^ 



SCOTLAND. 



(court of session.) 



Gordon of Cluny Appellant. 

John Anderson Respondent. 

ET E contra. 

A. being a tenant in pofwession of a farm, which he held after 
the expiration of a lease, made a proposal by missive, to take 
a new lease, upon the conditions of an oflfer made by W. for 
another farm belonging to the same estate. W. had engaged 
to enter into a lease, which was to contain ** all the regulations 
'* to be laid down for the estate.*' G. the owner of the estate, 

' by letter, accepted th^ proposal of A. on the footing of the 
offer of W. and ** the general conditions laid down by him 
" for the whole estate ;'* and this letter of acceptance provided, 
that a lease should be executed as soon as the other leases of 
the estate could be got ready. Three years after this proposal 
and acceptance, a document entitled articles and conditions, 
was signed by G. and various other proposed tenants of the 
estate, but not by W or A. By one of these conditions it 
was provided, that <* all the fodder should be used upon the 
^* farm, and none sold or carried away at any time." This 
document concluded by providing that the leases on the 
estate were to be granted upon, and to refer to the conditions 
therein contained. A few days after the signature of this 
document, a draft tack with various blanks, but containing a 
reference to the articles and conditions, and an obligation to 
VOL. III. 2 A 
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1838. ' perform them, and a consent to the registration of them, was 
v^V^k^ signed by the tenants, including W. but not A. He did 

ooRDOK however, two years afterwards, sign this draft tack, which was 

ANnan^QN. never extended, or otherwise executed. 

Held, that the draft tack as signed by A. was a probative 
document, and not a new contract between the parties, but 
referable to the preceding agreement and conditions ; and that 
the condition prohibiting the sale or removal of straw, &c. 
applied to the last year of the term, and the way-going crop. 
The draft tack not having been produced on the 6ret hearing of 
the cause, held, that the Appellant was liable for all the costs 
consequent upon the non-production. 



J. HE Appellant was the proprietor of a large 
estate called Slains, consisting of a number of 
farms, subject to leases, which expired in ISO] . 

The Respondent being in possession, after the 
expiration of one of these leases, of a farm 
belonging to the Appellant, made: proposals for a 
new lease, in a missive dated on the 28th of May, 
1 80 1 ,] containing nine articles of conditions ; by 
the last of which, he proposed to be bound to the 
conditions, of an offer made by Mr. Wilkins for 
another fadrm belonging to the Appellant. 

The ofier ofi Mr. Wilkiss had been made on the 
23d of May, 180 1 , in a note or missive, contain- 
ing various, conditions^, of which the last was in 
thidse. term^s :-^^^ I engage to enter into a lease on 
** the^ fbcegoing terms; the lease to contain all 
'* the regulations to be laid dt>wn for the estate, if 
*' by that* time digested and ready/' 

* No other time ia stated in the conditionsy bat that whidi 
appears in the paragraph in the text^ viz.. that of making the 

lease. 
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By a letter addressed to the Respondent on the 1828. 
2d of June, 1801, the Appellant prefixing a copy 
of the oflFer, added : — " I accept thereof, on the ^' 
*' footing of Mr. Wilkins's offer, and the general 
*^ conditions laid dawn by me for the whole estate;*' 
and then after stating other stipulations, the letter 
concludes thus : — '' A lease to be prepared and 
*' executed, as soon as the other leases of th6 
" estate can be got ready." 

On the 5th of May, 1804, a document wa^ 
drawn up, entitled '' articles atid conditions laid 
" down by Mr. Gordon, for letting the estate of 
** Slains." It consisted of twenty-one articles. 
The sixteenth article was in the following terms : 
^' The whole fodder to be used ufpon the ground^ 
'' and none sold or carried away at any time, hay 
** only excepted, and all the dung to be laid upon 
** the farm the last year of the lease." At the end 
of the articles these words were added : — ** Th^se 
'' are the articles and conditions referred to in the 
•* several offers made by us respectively, fot 
** different farms on the estate of Slains, of the 
" dates hei^eto annexed to our respective sub- 
" scriptfions." The tenants to the number of 
twenty-one, subscribed the wticles ; buft they wer6 
hot substmrrbed either by Andfers6n or by George 
Wilkins. Th^tt! the articles proceeded in thdse 
terms :— " Tlie aboVe are the general articles and 
'' Conditions, on which the leasee oft the estate of 
" Slains are to be granted by me, and to be re- 
" ferred* to therein." 

The document at the conclusion had the signa- 
ixxtt ei the Appiellai^^ and witnesses. 

0*1' the 12th6f Bfay, 1804,'a draft tack between' 
th^ A'j^pCllatit and- thi^ teniants, lAras preptf ed in 

2 a2 
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1828. the following terms : — '* It is contracted, agreed, 
** and enacted, between Charles Gordon of Cluny 
** Esq. heritable proprietor of the estate of 
" Slains, of which the lands and others after 
** mentioned are a part, of the one part, and 
** of the other part, in manner and 

'' to the effect following, that is to say, the said 
"Charles Gordon in consideration of the yearly 
" tack duty of money and victual underwritten, 
** and of the other prestations, conditions, stipu- 
** lations, and reservations, specified and con- 
'' tained in a separate paper of general articles, 
'' subscribed by him, as relative to his leases of 
" said estate, and to be held as part of these 
^* presents, hath set, and in tack and lease let, as 
** he hereby sets, and in tack and assedation lets 
'* to the said and his heirs, se- 

" eluding assignees or sub-tenants, legal or vo- 
" luntary, without the express consent of the 
" proprietor, all and whole lying in the 

" parish of Slains, and county of Aberdeen, as 
" the same have been marched and bounded ac^ 
" cording to a new arrangement and plan of said 
*' estate, made by Thomas Johnston, land sur- 
*' veyor, subscribed by the said Charles Gordon, 
" and already subscribed, or to be subscribed by 
<' the said , with which contents and 

** boundaries he holds himself satisfied, and that 
•' for the space of twenty-one years, and crops 
" from and after the terms of Whitsunday 1801, 
'' which is hereby declared to have been the com- 
'' menceinent of this tack, and the term of the 
" said , his entry ; which tack, with 

** and under the several prestations, conditions, 
" stipulations, and reservations, before and after 
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* * specifiedi and in the articles referred to, the 1828. 
" said Charles Gordon binds and obliges himself, ^IJ^^^ 
'' his heirs and successors, to warrant at all ^' 

ANDERSON. 

'* points : For the which causes on the other 
" part, the said binds and obliges 

*^ himself, his heirs and successors, not only to 
" adhere to, obey, and perform the whole articles, 
** conditions, stipulations, and others contained in 
'' the general articles regarding said estate here- 
" inbefore referred to, and held as part of these 
" presents, but also to pay, &c." And then, 
after various provisions made respecting rent, &c. 
the draft concluded in the following terms : — 
'' And both parties oblige themselves and their 
'' foresaids, to implement and perform their re- 
" spective parts of the premises, and of the said 
'' separate articles to each other, under the 
'* penalty of 10()/. &c., and consent to the regis- 
*' tration hereof, and of the said separate articles, 
*' as part, in the books of council and session, 
** Sheriff Court books of Aberdeen, or others 
" competent, &c." This document was signed 
by twenty-one tenants, including Wilkins, but 
not Anderson : he however, signed it two years 
afterwards. 

The Appellant •became entitled to the estate 
some time before the expiration of the tack, and 
having reason to suppose that the Respondent in- 
tended to carry off the straw of the way -going 
crop upon his removal, he obtained from the 
sheriff of Aberdeenshire an interim interdict, to 
prevent the Respondent's purpose ; but the in- 
terdict was afterwards recalled. The Appellant 
thereupon advocated ; and the Lord Ordinary in 
respect of the decision of the House of Lords, in 
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1828. the cape of the. Duke ^ Rwburghe v. Boberton,* 
ordered iDfonoatipns to the Court, adding in a 

t«^afi ^^^^f ^' ^^^ ^^ ^ c^^ where the practice which 
'' has so long subsisted in Scotland^ is said to be 
'' totally subverted by a judgment of the Court 
'' of Review, it is necessary that both landlords 
** and tenants should be speedily acquainted with 
" the construction to be put upon such clauses, 
" &c." 

At this time the Appellant had not produced 
in evidence, the subscription of the Respondent 
to the draft tack ; and on this ground the cause was 
remitted simpliciter. This evidence was afterwards 
supplied <by leave of the Court, on payment of 
costs : but the Court in May 1825, found " that 
'' the sixteenth article of the general articles of 
'< lease, could not be held as applying to the 
'' crop of the last year of the lease ; and that the 
" rights of the parties respecting the same, must 
<< be regulated by the common law and usage of 
•' the county, ifc.'* 

Against thi^ decision there was an appeal and 
cross appeal. 

For the Respondent in the original, and Appel- 
lant in the cross appeal, the question upon the 
contraction pf clause was 'given up ; but it was 
argued that the draft tack was not a probative 
document; that th^ provision not to remove 
straw the last year of the term, operated as a 
new and distinct contract, and could not be con- 
sidered as a condition, even if there were a suf- 
ficient reference to the conditions in the docu- 
ments signed by the Respondents. 



* 2 Bligh'8 Report, 156. 
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For the AppeUant.— Jfr. WUsm and Mr. 18%. 
Wright. 

For the Respondent. — Mr. Kemf and Mr. 
Miller^ 



6611 bON 



**i 



The Lord Chancellor. -^The argument npon the 
construction of thedause has been properly given 
up ; but it is contended that it was not binding on 
the tenant Mr. Anderson ; that he had not sub- 
scribed itt and that he had never seen it when the 
lease was granted, and when he had taken posses* 
sion of the farm. But in his letter, he refers dis- 
tinctly to the proposal made by Mr. Wilkins, which 
had been accepted by Mr. Gordon, and which was 
to include the general conditions laid down for the 
whole estate. The Court below did not origi- 
nally think it necessary, to decide the general 
question upon the construction of the clause, 
whether it applied to the last year of the lease, 
because they were of opinion, that there was not 
sufficient evidence that those regulations had been 
adopted by the tenant Mr. Anderson. He did not 
subscribe the paper of articles and conditions, 
and there was then no evidence that he had seen 
it. Afterwards the draft tack being produced, 
Mr. Gordon was permitted, on payment of costs^ 
to make a new case. It tiien became> and is 
now the question, whether there was evidence to 
shew that the articles had been adopted ? Ob 
the production of the draft tack, the Court below 
were of opinion, that the articles had been 
adopted by Anderson : the House will probably 
be of the same opinion. 

It has been argued that this is a new contract, 
and if so, UQt having been entered into according 
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1828. to the forms and ceremonies required by the law 
of Scotland, it could not be binding upon the par- 
ties. It was said, that Mr. Anderson was in posses- 
sion of the property as tenant, under the original 
agreement, and that if this were an entire new 
contract, not being executed in the manner re- 
quired by the law of Scotland, it could not have 
varied the original terms. But this is not to be 
considered a new contract. It is nothing more 
than a completion of the first contract. There 
were certain terms and stipulations, by which one 
of the farms was to be held by Mr. Wilkins : these 
terms and stipulations were also to be binding on 
Mr. Anderson. There was a reference by one 
contract to the other. If those are not the terms 
and stipulations, there are no terms and stipula- 
tions existing with respect to the farm ; but Mr. 
Anderson having subscribed this paper, although 
not until four years after he entered on the farm, 
has identified it as containing * the regulations by 
which he was to be bound. It is to be viewed as 
nothing but a recognition by Mr. Anderson, that 
those are the regulations referred to in this con- 
tract. In this respect, the judgment should be 
affirmed. Upon the construction of the clause, 
it must be reversed. The costs consequent upon 
the non-production of this instrument in the first 
instance, were properly thrown upon Mr. Gor- 
don. That part of the judgment should also be 
affirmed. 
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1828. 



SCOTLAND. 



(admiralty and court of session.) 

Strachan and Gavin - - - - Appellants. 
Paton and others Respondents. 



The owners of a ship applied by letter to S. and G. shipwrig^hts, 
to lengthen and repair the ship, requesting them ** to furnish 
** an estimate of the probable cost, and also to note the 
** prices of timber, and the rate of wages." The letter 
contained this passage: — *' The timber must be all English 
** oak, and if you have a sufficient quantity on hainl for the 
** repair of the ship, be»des her lengthening/' S. and G. 
by letter, in answer, say, the ez pence of lengthening, on a 
rough calculation, will be £900. 3 and as the vessel would 
require other repairs, it would be the best for both parties, to 
do the whole by day work. The letter then contains this 
passage :— '* The captain will have it in his power to keep an 
*< exact account of the articles expended, and to turn off any 
" workmen that does not please him. We have on hand an 
** excellent assortment of English oak timber of a suitable 
** size for the vessel.'^ A note of prices was added, *< wages per 
« day, d#. Ad. ; common English oak timber per foot, Ss»** , In 
a subsequent letter from the owners, announcing the dispatch 
of the ship, this postscript is added : — ** As it is understood 
*< that nothing is to be put into the ship but English oak tim* 
'' berand Dantzic oak plank, to which you must bind your- 
•* selves by letter, &c." To this. S* and G. answer thus :— - 
** With respect to the materials, we have a good stock of En- 
** glish timber and Dantzic plank, and little or no Hamburgh ; 
** so that Captain Young will have it in his power to take what 
" he likes best.*' In a subsequent letter, the agent of the 
owners says : — *' I hope you will put on her the best of ma- 
** terials, and also the best of workmanship/* 
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1828. The repairs were BuperinteDded by the captaiD, the carpenter, 
^■^^^^ the master, and a part owner of the ship, and were completed 

9. in 1807* While the repairs were going on, the wages of 

»ATON. carpenters were increased, by order of justices, to 6d, a day. 

Immediately after the completion of the repairs, the ship 
sprang a leak of an alarming description on her return to 
port, when she was tepaiied by the owners, upon a nodoe given 
to the builders, who sent their foreman to inspect. After 
these repairs, the vessel was proceeding on a voyage to Davis 
Straits, but was obliged to put back on account of her leaky 
condition, and was detained twenty-two days on repairs, when 
the season being too late for the fishery in Davis Struts, she 
sailed on a fishing voyage to Greenland, and brought home a 
short cacgo^ These tiansactiens took place in 1806 and 
1807. In 1813, after various legiU proceedings, upon in- 
spection of the ship, it appeared that American oak had been 
used in the repairs of the ship ; that two of the boits had 
been driven and clenched imperfectly ; that there was one 
hole without a tree<»«ail ; and tbait the vessel after the length- 
ening and^repair« bad iocveosed in the midahifps five feet in 
width. 
Held« under these pleadii^ and proofs, that the shipwrights 
had no right to eharge in their account, the additioDal Cd, 
per day for wages, nor for the price of superior oak timber ; 
that they were answerable in damages, for havini^ used 
American instead of English oak, ibr the repain done by the 
Respondents, and for the supposed loss in Uie fi«hing voyage, 
consequent upon the detention for repairs. 
Held olm, that the costs were properly given against the Appel- 
lants, although they had a judgment for a balance«fter allow- 
ance of ajl the deductions for daoiages. 



1 H£ AppelLants were ahipwrights at Leitfa. 
The Elespondents were partners in a whale 
fishing company at Montrose. 

In 1806, the agent of the Respondents applied 
by letter to the Appellants, requesting them to 
furnish an estimate of the probable cost of length- 
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eniog and repairing a whaler, called the Eliza ISSfL 
Swan. The letter contained the following pas- g^J^^^ 
sage : — '' I am required also to request you to 
'^ note the prices of timbert planks, &c. and the 
** rate of wages, together with your dock dues : 
'' the timber must be all English oak ; and if you 
** have a sufficient quantity on hand for the 
'' repair of the ship, besides her lengthening, &c/' 
The Appellants, by a letter, in answer to this 
application, say, that the expence of lengthening 
cannot be estimated correctly, without further 
information, but upon a rough calculation, it 
would be about 900/. ; and as the vessel would 
require other repairs, it would be the be^t for 
both parties, to do the whole by day work. The 
letter then contains this passage: — ** The captain 
'' will have it in his power to keep an exact 
'^ account of the articles expended, and t^ turn 
** off any workmen that does not please him. We 
*' have on hand an excellent assortment of 
'* English oak timber, of a suitable size for the 
'' vessel/' A note of prices was added ; and 
among others, " wages per day, 3^. 4(/., common 
** English oak timber per foot, 6s" AftQr some 
further correspondence, the agent of the Re- 
spondents informed the Appellants, that the ship 
would be with them in a few days, and adds this 
postscript : — '' As it is understood, that nothing 
''is to be put into the ship but English oak 
'' timber and Dant^ic oak plank, to which you 
<< must bind yourselves by letter, as you did not 
'' mention in your letter of th^ 14th current^ 
'' the plank to be Dantzic." To thi^ th« Appel- 
lants answered : — *' The Eliza Swan is not yet 
'' arrived ; we are all clear for her, and expect 
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1828. *« her up every tide. With respect to the mate- 
'' rials, we have a good stock of English timber 
'' and Dantzic plank, and little or no Hamburgh ; 
** so that Captain Young will have it in his power 
*' to take what he likes best : and we hope to be 
'* able to execute the work to the satisfaction of 
*' every one concerned." After the receipt of 
this letter, the Respondents' agent wrote thus to 
the Appellants : — ** I had a letter from Captain 
** Young on the arrival of the Eliza Swan, and 
** that she goes into dock on the 15th current; 
'' and hope you will put on her the best of mate- 
'' rials, and likewise the best of workmanship on 
'' her, and return her as soon as possible/' 

After this correspondence the ship was docked, 
the repairs were completed in January, 1807; 
having been personally superintended by the 
captain, the master, the carpenter, and a part 
owner of the ship. The charge for the repairs 
amounted to 2,685/. 3j. 8(/., of which 1,350/. were 
paid on account. During the repairs, the wages 
of carpenters were increased 6rf. a day, by order 
of justices. The Respondents having refused to 
pay the remainder of the demand, alleging that 
the repairs had been inefficiently done, and not 
according to contract, an action was raised against 
them in the Court of Admiralty, concluding for 
payment of the balance of their bill with interest. 
To this action, the Appellants put in defences, 
in which they objected to a charge in the account 
of Qd. a day additional for wages, and 6^. per 
foot for oak. They also raised a counter-action, 
and afterwards a supplemental counter-action, 
concluding that the Appellants should remove the 
foreign timber, which had been used in the 
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repairs, or that the Respondents might substitute }^^ 
British oak» at the cost of the Appellants, and 
that the Appellants might pay damages for the 
loss, which had been consequent upon the de- 
fault in the repair of the ship, which consisted 
chiefly in repairs done by the Respondents in 
1807, 1811, and 1814, and the deficiency of the 
cargo on the voyage to Greenland. 

It appeared in evidence, that immediately after 
the completion of the repairs, on the voyage from 
Leith to Montrose, the vessel became so leaky, 
that she was in danger of being water-logged. 
At Montrose she was repaired by the Respon- 
dents; notice having been given to the Appel- 
lants, who sent their foreman to inspect the state 
of the vessel. After this repair, the vessel was 
proceeding on her fishing voyage to Davis Straits, 
but was obliged to put back on account of her 
leaky condition. She was at that time judicially 
inspected at Montrose : several deficiencies were 
discovered in the outward planking, both as to 
the planks and the caulking, and plugging of the 
seams and holes : no other defect is mentioned, 
as the result of this examination. The vessel 
was detained for these repairs twenty-two days, 
and was then employed in the Greenland Fishery, 
the season being too late for the fishery in Davis 
Straits, and she brought home a short cargo. 
There was proof that American oak had been 
used in the repairs, but that it had been selected 
by the Respondents. There was also proof that one 
of the tree-nail-holes and some of the nail-holes 
were empty : that two of the bolts were short, 
not going through the knees so as to clench, and 
pieces of bolts were driven from the inside, to 
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1828. give the appearance of being properly clenched ; 
that the caulking was found to be slack after the 
l'^^ ship had left the repairing docks ; and that she 
had become five feet ivider in the midships, but 
from what precise cause was not ascertained, 
otherwise than by the opinion of Mr. Stone^ in 
his report as stated below. 

The inspection of the ressel, ftom which prin- 
cipally the evid^ice in the cause wais furnished, 
took place in the year 1814. The actions being 
conjoined, the Judge-Admiral pronounced a 
judgment, by which he found that the Appellants 
were not intitled to charge for work or timber, any 
higher rates than Were specified in the letter of 
the I4th of July ; that they were bound to furnish 
the sorts of limber agreed to, but were intitled 
nevertheless to charge f6r the Aiderifcan oak used 
in the repaif s. He farther found that the Respon- 
dents weve mtitled in the counter actiovii to the 
expense of the repairs at Montrose, the wages of 
the captain ai^ crew during the repair^, and the 
expense of the repairs done after the Greenland 
voyage. But he repelled the claim for damages, 
for the loss alleged to have been sustained by the 
uHsuecessfuT fishing in the Greenland voyage, and 
the claim for repaits with English instead of 
American oak. TMs judgment was afterwards 
brought before the Court of Session, where thie 
Lord Ordinary havings advocated the cause, and 
having in part reversed the judgment of the Judge- 
Adtadiral, the Respondents reclaimed to the InAer 
House, Who ifemitted &e caste to SHf r. StOAe, the 
master builder^ at the dock yard at Deptford, 
to consider the saine, vrith the i^roof particularly 
as regards the manner in which the bolts were 
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driven and clenched^ and the length and suffici- 1828. 
ency of the beams. 

Mr. Stone made a reportj stating; his opinion, ^ ;^; 
collected from the proofs in the cause; which 
opinion as to the bolts, was to the effect before 
set forth in the statement of the evidence ; and as 
to the length and sufficiency of the beams, he says : 
'^ I am at a loss to account for any motive (on the 
'' part of the Appellants,) in allowing such a 
'' thing \ but I admit the probalnlitif, that the beam 
'* said to be five inches short, might have been so 
'' much short, or nearly so when put in/' He 
then gave an opinion in fofm hypothetical, but 
appearing to be founded upon evidence in the 
ca»se» '*' that the increase of width in the mid- 
*^ ships, was not the effect of working, but ibr 
'^ wai^t of a pvo^F security to connect the beam 

t€v the sidei or shortness of the beam when put 

into the ship ; want ol judgment in proportion- 
'^ iag the quantum of ftistening, or negligence in 
'' the execution of the work." As to the use of 
American oak, he said, '^ that experience had 
*^ since proved, that in a; very short time^ oak of 
'* Awerican growth becomes very defective, and 
" is very subject to/tnajgf*/' 

Upon adv'ising the cause with this report, in 
1824, the Gcmtt approved the report ; altend the 
interlMuCer of the Lord Ordinasry, as^ to the ad^ 
diftional charge for wages and the price of timber, 
and a« ta the counter-claim of the Respondents, 
for repairs done by them in 181 1 and 1814, the 
short flshmg in 1807, axid the use of American 
instead of Etaglish oak by the Appellants in the 
original repairs, and found accordingly, directing 
a condescendance as to partscnlars and amount. 
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1828. After this interlocutor, the parties agreed, 
(without prejudice to the question on appeal,) that 
^' loot, should be taken as the damages for the 
short fishing, and the use of American oak. 
The Court thereupon decerned accordingly. 
The appeal was against this decision. 

For the Appellants. — 7%c Solicitor General 
(Tindal) and Mr. J. Campbell. 

For the Respondents. — Dr. Lushington and 
Mr. Keay. 

The Lord Chancellor, after stating some of the 
facts of the case, proceeded thus : — 

The first question that will arise will be, 
whether or not the shipwrights at Leith, having 
instituted the suit against the ship owners for the 
recovery of the sum due for the repairs, amounting 
to 1,700/. any reduction should be made in conse- 
quence of the insufficiency of the repairs ? Ac- 
cording to the law of this part of the island, 
much that is insisted on the part of the Defen- 
dants, would have been the subject of a cross 
action ; but no such question arises according to 
the state of the pleadings in this case.* 

The expences incurred after the return of the 
vessel to Montrose, ought to fall upon the Appel- 
lants. The work became necessary, in conse- 
quence of their default. They sent their foreman, 
upon a notice, to view the state of the vessel; 
and no witnesses have been examined to rebut 
the evidence of the Respoudents on this point. 
The same argument applies to the repairs done 

* See p. 6<. 
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after the return of the vessel from the first Green- 1828. 
land voyage. Upon taking oflF the doubling, she ^JJ^^^k 
was found to be in an imperfect condition. What 
was then done was absolutely necessary, and 
resulted from the omission of the Appellants. 

In the year 1814, which is several years after- 
wards, the vessel was inspected, and it was then 
those defects were discovered. The vessel was 
examined by persons every way competent to 
form a judgment. It is sworn, that at that period 
some of the beams that were put in were too 
short, some of the bolts, (one of them, if not more,) 
were too short, and bolts were driven in on the 
other side, to give them the appearance of having 
passed through. The whole of that evidence was 
submitted by the Court below to Mr. Stone the 
master shipwright, at Deptford dock-yard, and 
he has made a report. I do not at all concur in 
the observations made at the bar upon that report, 
for I find no fault with regard to the general 
scope and tenor of it ; — he is of opinion, that 
those defects discovered in 1814, were the effects 
of the imperfect manner in which the work had 
been done by the shipwrights at Leith. I am 
ready to make every allowance for the interval of 
time that has elapsed from 1806 to 1814, and 
particularly with respect to a vessel engaged in 
the Greenland fisheries ; but still, looking at this 
evidence — paying attention to it, and making 
every fair and just allowance — the impression 
upon my mind is, that it is satisfactorily made 
out, that those defects which were discovered in 
the year 1814, and which were then repaired, are 
properly referable to the original omission of the 
shipwrights ; and if so, I think they are bound 
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1828. to make compensation. The Court below were 
g^!^^|^j, of that opinion. 1 concur in that opinion, and 
submit to your Lordships that it would be proper 
in that respect, to 'confirm the opinion of the 
judges in Scotland. 

Your Lordships will not think it necessary for 
me to read the evidence to you. It is very volu- 
minous, and in detail. I state fairly, that, after 
much attention, that is the result of the impres- 
sion it has made upon my mind. I think the 
evidence is all one way. There is much reason- 
ing, and very good reasoning, on the other side ; 
but almost all the evidence is in favour of the 
present Respondent. 

Another question that arose, which, though not 
a question very material in point of amount, is 
not immaterial in principle, was this : The vessel 
was detained upon the first repair twenty-two 
days at Montrose. She afterwards sailed upon 
her fishing voyage, and came back with an imper- 
fect cargo. The owners of the vessel claim com- 
pensation upon this accouht. The answer that is 
given, or at least one of the answers, is this, if 
the vessel had sailed upon the original destination, 
you are not sure, upon so precarious an adven- 
ture, that she would have come back with a 
larger cargo. But if a vessel is detained for 
twenty-two days, at a time when she ought to 
have been on her voyage, (and she was detained 
these twenty-two days in consequence of the 
deficiency of the repairs of the shipwrights,) and 
the parties have been deprived of the fair chance 
of gaining the advantage resulting from the use 
of their vessel during that time, I apprehend they 
are entitled to compensation in the shape of 
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damages. I am quite satisfied, upon an action 1^28. 
so framed in this part of the island, that damages 
would be recovered, for the parties had lost for 
twenty-two days the use of their vessel. 

I do not mean, nor do the parties who are con- 
cerned in this appeal mean, to impute moral 
blame to the shipwrights, for using American oak 
instead of English oak, because at that period, 
according to the evidence, it was supposed that 
American oak was as good as English oak ; and 
the evidence states that the price was about the 
same ; but it has turned out in the result — the 
evidence establishes the fact — that American oak 
decays much more rapidly than English oak, and 
in the present instance, the orders were *' English 
oak." These orders were accepted by the ship- 
wrights, and by the acceptance of those orders it 
was incumbent upon them to see that nothing 
but English oak should be used : if they took 
upon themselves to use any other, they have been 
guilty of an infringement of the contract ; and if 
they have been guilty of an infringement of the 
contract, they are liable to an action, and liable 
to make compensation in damages, for the conse- 
quences that have resulted from the breach of 
that contract. The only ground upon which it is 
resisted is, that Captain Young was present at 
the time. But I do not find that Captain Young 
was vested with any authority, to dispense with 
the terms of this written contract, with regard to 
the particulars I have before alluded to ; and if 
the parties take upon themselves to use American 
instead of English oak, contrary to the terms of 
their contract, supposing it to be as good, — if it 
has turned out that their judgment is erroneous, 

2b2 
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1828. they are bound to make compensation to the 
ship owners. 

There are two other points remaining for con- 
sideration. Before the vessel was sent to Leith^ 
the company took the precaution to direct their 
agent to write a letter, to ascertain the probable 
expence of lengthening the vessel, and to ascertain 
the rate of charge, with respect to the wages and 
materials. For a part of the time those wages 
were charged at 3^. 4d. and for a part of the time 
an increased rate of 6d. was charged ; and the 
ground upon which this increased charge was 
made was^ that in fact, while this work was going 
on, there was a general increase of wages at the 
rate of 6^. a day ; but looking at the distinct and 
precise terms of this contract, if any loss arises 
from that increase of wages, it ought to fall, not 
upon the ship owners, but the shipwrights. The 
parties sent to know the rate of wages. ** What 
do you mean to charge ?" " 3*. 4d. a day." It 
does not appear that 3^. 4d. a day is the price 
that is paid to the men : 3^. 4d. is the price that 
the shipwrights are to charge the ship owner. 
There is no evidence to shew the actual price 
paid to. the labourers by the shipwrights. I con- 
sider that they contract, *' While this work is 
'' going on, we will charge at the rate of 3s. Ad. 
*' No matter what contract we have made with 
" our men. We may agree with them by the 
" day, by the week, or by the year. We may 
'^ employ our apprentices, who are perhaps not 
*' paid at all, or at a very low rate. We shall 
'^ charge you 3^. 4^." If an increase has taken 
place before this work was completed, the loss, 
I think, ought in justice to fall upon the ship- 
wrights. 
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The other point is as to the common English 1828. 
oak. That is charged in the note at 5^. and part ^IJI^^"^^ 
of the timber has been charged at the rate of 6^.; *- 

O ^ PATON. 

and the ground upon which that charge is made 
is, that it was oak of a superior quality, and 
ought to be charged at the rate of 6s. They 
were not justified in making that charge. When 
they say that common oak is to be charged at such 
a rate, the party is deluded^ unless that is meant 
to apply to the general run of oak timber through- 
out the vessel. It was incumbent upon them to 
have stated, that the common oak timber was to 
be charged so much, but that it was necessary for 
certain purposes to use superior oak, to be charged 
at an increased rate. The Appellants saying the 
price was 5^. without making any distinction as 
to the use of any superior oak timber, must be 
considered bound by it. But the case does not 
rest here : they say for the beams, and the keel, 
and the keelson, and for the knees, superior oak 
timber is requisite : but upon the evidence it 
turns out, that in the keel and keelson, or in a 
great part of what they did, they did not use 
superior oak timber, which means superior En- 
glish oak timber, but they used American oak ; 
and it appeared also, as to some of the knees, 
that they were American oak. Therefore,* I 
think updn the fact, that they are not entitled to 
have this charge sustained. 

There is one remaining pointy which relates to 
the expenses. The expenses of the proceedings 
have been, by the Court below, thrown upon the 
shipwrights. Now it is said at the bar, (and upon 
the part of the Appellants the case was argued 
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1828. by English counsel J that that is not just and does 
not correspond with our practice in this part of 
the island, because the shipwrights have recovered 
a considerable part of their demand : they have 
recovered to the extent of 600/. and having re- 
covered to that extent, it is very hard and unjust 
that they should have to pay all the expenses. 
But I think, in the first place, that the rules with 
respect to costs in this part of the island, are 
rules of practice ; rules of law established with 
regard to our proceedings. We cannot well 
reason, from our practice, as to such questions in 
Courts in any other jurisdiction. But if we 
come to sift the question, I do not think the 
argument applies in the manner in which it is 
pressed. If this inquiry had taken place in 
England, there must have been two actions. 
The shipwrights must have proceeded in their 
action to recover their demand, and the ship 
owners must have brought a cross action for the 
damage they had sustained, by the imperfect 
manner in which the contract was executed ; 
and these two actions must have gone to their 
termination as two separate actions. Upon the 
action for damages brought by the ship owners, 
if they recovered, they would have recovered the 
entire costs. Now when we advert to these pro- 
ceedings, almost all the expenses result out of 
that part of the investigation. Therefore, apply- 
ing the principle that prevails in this country, and 
the practice in this country, to the proceedings in 
this instance, it appears to me, that the result 
would be nearly the same. And with respect to 
the action brought by the shipwrights, the ship 
owner would have had an easy mode of obviating 
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the necessity of paying costs in that action. He 1888. 
would have said, " I claim to deduct two items; ^^J^^^^ 
** that part of your charge for superior oak, and *• 
'* that part of your charge for wages." He might 
have paid into Court the difference; and if the 
party had gone on to try the merits of the case, 
as far as it relates to these points, and he had 
failed, the costs of the action would have been 
thrown upon the shipwrights ; and therefore, as, 
when we apply the principle that prevails here to 
this particular case, there would not be much 
diversity in the result, I propose that that part 
also of the decision should be affirmed. 
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SCOTLAND. 



(court of session.) 



Poor Isobel M'Dia^rmid with her 



)0R ISOBEL m*iJl\KMlD Wltll nCF ) 

Husband ^Appellants. 



John and James M'Diarmid - - Respondents. 

J. M.y a man eighty^three years old, being entitled under 
the provisions of a trust-disposition and settlement, to the 
annual produce of a fund, during his life, estimated at 
the value of £69000. but subject to reduction, in the propor- 
tion of one-third, upon the event of a suit, executed a deed, 
by which he renounced all his interest in the fund, and 
assigned it to his daughter and her husband, to whom the 
reversion belonged, in consideration of an annuity of £40. a 
year, to be paid to htm for life out of the fund, and his 
iuneral expenses. In a suit instituted to reduce this deed, it 
was admitted that he was weak and infirm, and addicted to 
intoxication ; and it appeared that the deed was drawn up 
by the agents of the daughter and her husband, and that uo 
agent or other person was employed on the part of the father. 
Under these circumstances, the deed was held void and re- 
duced, and the judgment affirmed on appeal. 



mmY a trust-disposition and settlement executed 
in 1813, by Angus M'Diarmid and his wife, 
making a provision for her, by way of annuity, in 
bar of her legal rights, — their heritable and 
moveable estate, in case Angus M'Diarmid should 



O^ APPEALS AND WRITS OF KRROR. 375 

leave no issue of his body at his death, or their 1828. 
afterwards failing, was limited to John and Cathe- ^^!^^^ia 
rine M'Diarmid, his father and mother, and the ^,.^J;^,„^ 
survivor, whom failing, to Hugh M'Diarmid, 
Christian M'Diarmid, and the Appellant Isobel, 
his brother and sisters, equally among them, their 
respective heirs, executors, or assignees. There was 
also a provision, that in case his mother should die, 
and his father marry again, his right should de- 
termine, and the estate devolve to his brother and 
sisters ; in which case the father was to have right 
to the occupation of a house, and the trustees to 
pay him an annuity of 40/. during life. 

In February 1823, Angus died, leaving his 
widow, his father, and the Appellant Isobel sur- 
viving. His mother, and Hugh and Christian 
M'Diarmid, his brother and sister, were dead. 

The property left was estimated at 6,000/. 
The widow thinking her provision inadequate, 
instituted a suit to reduce the deed, and re- 
establish her legal provision. 

In March 1823, a deed was drawn up by the 
agent of the Appellants, and by their direction, 
in which John M'Diarmid and the Appellants 
were made parties. It recited the trust-disposi- 
tion and settlement, and an agreement, where- 
upon it provided, that in consideration of an 
annuity of 40/. a year, to be paid to John 
M'Diarmid out of the trust funds, he renounced 
all his right and interest in the trust property, ex- 
cept, &c. the annuity, and thereby agreed and de- 
clared, and bound. and obliged himself, &c. " that 
' ' his right to the heritable and moveable estate, ex- 
'' cept, &c. (as to the annuity) should thenceforth 
*' cease and determine, and that the same should 
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1 828. < ' devolve and belong, and he thereby gave, granted 
,)!^[)[^jj " assigned, and disponed the same from him, &c. to 

the person or persons having right after him to 
'* the said heritable and moveable property by the 
" deed of settlement." There was a farther obli- 
gation on his part, to execute deeds in legal 
form to effectuate the agreement ; and the Ap- 
pellants on their part, bound themselves to pay 
to John M'Diarmid 40/. a year out of the trust* 
funds ; and both parties thereby authorized the 
trustees to pay the annuity, and to give effect to 
all the provisions of the deed. 

The draft of this deed was sent to the Appel- 
lants by their agent, with an intimation that it 
would be proper that some man of business 
should revise it on the part of John M'Diarmid, 
or that it should be read over and explained to 
him by some intelligent person, not interested in 
the matter. 

The deed was executed on the 1st of April, no 
agent having been employed on the part of the 
father. 

On the 7th of May following, he executed a 
deed in favor of the Respondent James M^Diar- 
mid, with a power to set aside the former deed. 

An action of reduction was thereupon brought 
by the Respondents against the Appellants, 
charging fraud on the part of the Appellants, in 
obtaining the agreement, and facility on the part 
of the Respondent John M'Diarmid in granting 
it; charging also want of consideration, enor- 
mous lesion, and that the deed was intrinsically 
irrational. The Appellants in their defence, ad- 
mitted the age and infirmity of the Respondent 
John M'Diarmid, and that he was liable to get 
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intoxicated, that no agent was employed on his 188^. 
part, and that the amount of the trust-funds, de- Jt^^][^,> 
ducting the widow's claim, would be about 4,000/. , ** ^ 
The Court finally sustained the reasons of reduc- 
tion, and adjudged accordingly. The appeal to 
the House of Lords was from this judgment. 



For the Appellants. — Mr. Fulkrtan and Mr. 
Wilson. 

For the Respondents. — Mr. Keay and Mr. 
Miller. ^ 



Authorities for the Appellants.-^Smith, Dec. 23, 
1697, (4955); Gordon, Feb. 7, 1729, (4956); 
Maitland. Feb. 13, 1729, (4956, and Craigie and 
Stewart's Appeal Cases, April 20, 1732, p. 73) ; 
Swintoun, Dec. 10, 1679, (4962); Mackie, Nov. 
24, 1752, (4963) ; Scott, Nov. 17, 1789, (4964); 
Ersk. Inst. 4, 1, 27. 

Authorities for the Respondents — Ersk. 4, 1, 27; 
Gordon, April 28, 1730, (Craigie and Stewart, p. 
47) ; Murray, Jan. 21, 1826, (4 Shaw and Dun- 
lop, 374); McNeil, May 26, 1826, (4 Shaw and 
Dunlop, 620, 2, Shaw's Appeal Cases, No. 29, 
and MSS. 



The Lord Chancellor ^ after stating the facts of 
the case, proceeded as follows : 

It does not appear that any legal adviser 
whatever, was called in on the part of the 
Respondent, previously to the execution of this 
deed, although it was suggested by the solicitors 
on the part of the Appellants, that that was the 
course which ought to be taken. It does not ap- 

* 

* The counsel for the Respondents were not heard. 
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1828. pear that any one of the trustees of this property 
M^DiAMiiD ^^^ informed of the existence of the deed, al- 
, V- though the solicitors for the Appellants, suggested 
that that was the proper course. Under these 
circumstances, the deed which was thus executed 
is the subject of a very strong suspicion ; but that 
suspicion is very much strengthened, when we 
come to look at the deed itself. 

In the situation in which John M'Diarmid 
stood, he was entitled to an income arising out of 
the property, to the extent of upwards of 200/. 
a year. In another view of the case, he was en- 
titled to the whol6 property and the disposition of 
it (during life.) The property amounted, as far as he 
was interested in it, to 3,000/. or 4,000/. The whole 
of this property was conveyed away by this deed, 
with the reservation of 40/. a year to John 
M'Diarmid for his life, without any equivalent 
whatever. - Considering the manner in which the 
deed was obtained, the situation of the party 
executing the deed, and the dispositions of the 
.deed itself, you will view the transaction with 
very great suspicion. 

But it is material to consider the frame of the 
deed itself, according to the substance of the 
deed. It was nothing more than a renunciation 
of property to which this old man was entitled. 
He gives up the whole of the property, reserving 
to himself 40/. a year during his life. It is nothing 
more than a relinquishment of property, and it 
ought to have appeared obviously on the face of 
the deed. But when you look at the deed itself, 
it purports to be an obligation or agreement be- 
tween the parties; and the deed professes to give 
something as an equivalent for that renunciation 
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of property, being entitled an obligation and 1^^* 
agreement on the back of the deed itself. The ^^^^^^ 
consideration is stated to be the grant of this , *- 
annuity. There was no annuity granted ; it was 
nothing more than a retention on the part of this 
individual of property to which he was entitled. 
There was, in point of fact, no consideration 
whatever ; and yet on the face of the deed, it 
purports to be for the consideration of this an- 
nuity, which the parties do not bind themselves 
to pay, but which is to be paid out of the trust- 
funds. 

Considering the situation of the individual 
himself, who executed the deed, — his character, 
— his age, — his infirmity, — his liability to be 
operated upon by the suggestions of those who 
were about him; considering the manner in 
which' that deed was obtained, no person having 
been called in to advise upon it ; and considering 
that the suggestions which were made by the 
solicitors for the Appellants themselves, as to the 
course which ought to be pursued, were disre- 
garded ; considering also the frame of the deed, 
it appears to me, that there was abundantly suffi- 
cient to justify the decision of the Court below, 
who considered this transaction as an imposition 
and fraud on this old man. 

One of the grounds stated by the Appellants for 
the purpose of justifying this transaction is this, 
that a provision was made for the widow of An- 
gus by the original deed ; that she was dissatisfied * 
with that provision, and that she had instituted 
proceedings for the purpose of reducing the 
original deed; and it is supposed that the old 
man was apprehensive that if the original deed 
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1828. was set aside in this action by the widow, 
u^DUMiu ^^ would be deprived of all means of subsistence, 
and therefore that he was willing to make this 
species of compromise. But that was a gross 
delusion. If the widow had a right to set aside 
the deed, she had a right to set it aside only to 
the extent to which she was herself interested, 
and the rest of the deed must remain ; and, as 
one of the learned judges stated in the Court 
below, that forms an additional reason for va- 
cating this transaction, as having been founded in 
delusion on the part of this old man. The Court 
below were fully justified in the opinion they 
formed of this transaction. There is sufficient in 
the case» as it now appears, to justify the Court 
in setting aside this deed, under the circum- 
stances under which it was obtained. 

It may be satisfactory to your Lordships to 
know, that when this case was opened by the 
Appellants' counsel, a noble and learned Lord,* 
who held the office to which I have the honor to 
succeed, was present, and paid great attention to 
every part of it. I have had some conversation 
with him upon the subject, and he has authorized 
me to state, that he perfectly concurs in the view 
I have stated to your Lordships. 



Judgment affirmed. 



• Lord EldoQ. 
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1828. 



SCOTLAND. 

(court of session.) 

Graham and another .... Appellants. 
Templer and others ----- Respondents. 

G. by trast-deedy disponed lands at his death to trustees, to con- 
vey to his first and other sons in succession, and the heirs male 
of their bodies respectively, and in default of such issue, to 
the first son of either of his daughters who should first attain 
the age of twebty*one years and his heirs; but in case his 
daughters should both die, and have no such son of either of 
them, to convey to G. and R. his nephews. The residue of 
his real estate he gave to the same trustees to sell, for the use 
of his daughters ; and be assigned and disponed to the same 
trustees, for the use of his heirs and substitutes, &c. in the 
order in the deed mentioned, the charters, &c. and rents, 
** for now, and in all time coming." 

Held, that the rents accruing between the deatli of the disponer, 
and the event on which the lands were to vest in a son of the 
daughter, belonged not to the daughters as heir« portioners, 
nor as disponed to them under the residuary clause ^ the 
deed, but were to be held in trust for the parties who should 
become entitled under the dispositions of the deed. 



Jd Y a trust-deed executed in 1 808, Thomas Gra- 
ha:m granted, disponed, and assigned to, and in 
ikvor of himself daring his life ; and at his death, 
to, and in favor of his wife and other trustees, 
all his estates real and personal, according to their 
respective qualities, upon trust, for the pay- 
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1828. ment of an annuity to his wife, and a sum of 
5,000/. to his daughter; and subject to those 
burdens, the trustees were to convey the estates 
to the first and other sons of the disponer in suc- 
cession, and the heirs male of their bodies re- 
spectively ; and in default of such issue, to the 
first son of either of his daughters, who should 
first attain the age of twenty-one years and his 
heirs; but in case bis daughters should both 
die, and have no such son of either of them, to 
convey certain lands to George Graham and his 
heirs ; and other lands, or an estate called Bur- 
leigh, to his nephew Robert Graham; and then 
upon further trust, to sell the residue of his real 
estate, and assign the produce of the sale, toge- 
ther with the residue of his personal estate, 
equally, ** share and share alike as tenants in 
'' common, between his wife and his two daugh- 
'* ters, for their separate use." The disponer then 
by the deed, assigned and disponed to himself 
and the trustees, for the use of his heirs and sub- 
stitutes, and in the order thereinbefore mentioned, 
all his charters, &c. ; and also the whole rents, 
fen duties, maills, profits, and casualties thereto 
belonging, and tacks, if any be subsisting at the 
time, '' for now, and in all time coming." 

This deed was drawn up by an English convey- 
ancer, and executed in England by the disponer, 
upon the eve of his departure for India. He 
afterwards resided partly, and died in England in 
1819, leaving a widow and two daughters. The 
widow died in 1820. The suit in the Court 
below was commenced by the two daughters, who 
by an action raised against the trustees, claimed 
the by-gone and future rents of the lands ofBur- 



The counsel for the Respondents were not 
heard in argument, the Lord Chancellor having 
intimated an opinion that the clause assigning the 
rents was conclusive, and upon bis motion and 
opinion the judgment was affirmed.* 
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leigh and Kinross, from the death of their father, '828. 
until an heir should appear, entitled to take up graham 
the succession to those lands. These rents were ,BMplga. 
so claimed, either as not disposed of by the deed, 
or as passing to them under the residuary clause. 

The trustees in their defences contended that 
the rents passed together with the lands as acces- 
sories, and belonged to the heirs named in the deed. 

The Lord Ordinary held that the direction (in 
the deed) was such, as necessarily to imply, 
that the conveyance of the land should not be 
made until after an event should have happened, 
and that there was no provision that the daugh- 
ter's son should have the intermediate rents, or 
that in the intermediate time, it should be ma- 
naged for his profit, and decerned in terms of the 
conclusions of the libel. 

The trustees having reclaimed against this 
judgment, the Court altered the Interlocutor and 
assoilzied the defenders* 

The appeal was against this decision. 

For the Appellants were cited as authorities. — 
Hyslop, Fac. Coll. Jan. 18, 1811 ; Arkwright, J. 
D. Dec. 3, 1819 ; Niven, March 6, 1823; 2 Shaw 
and Dunlop, 260; Souter, Jan. 22, 1801, (No. 2, 
Imp. Will.) ; Earl of Stair, in D. P. May 24, 1826, 
June 19, 1827, MSS. 



* See the English Case of Dujieldv. DuffieU^ inXk p. 342. 
VOL. III. 2 c 
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1628. 



ftwntM Of 

OLASOOW 
' V. 

•COTLANb. 



SCOTLAND. 



(court of session.) 



The Incorporation of Flesheks op ? j •.j^///,«/e 
Glasgow --. f 



Christian (Nelson) Scotland - Respondent. 

A trading corporation haTing by its bye-laws fixed a rate of 
allowance to be made to the widows of deceased memberii 
sabject only to Tariatioa upon a defect of funds, cannot eicer- 
cise a discretionary power as to the rate of allowance, bat 
may be compelled by process in the ordinary Courts of 
Justice, (no defect of funds being alleged) to make the 
allowance fixed in a bye-law in favor of the widow of a 
freeman, who had entered after the date of the bye-law in 
question, and paid upon his entry a sum ci money to the 
funds of the corporation, and made a small annual payment 
to the time of his death. 

The costs incurred by an investigation of a disputed fiict not 
allowed to a party who had the judgment upon the general 
question of right, the feet beii^ found against that party. 



In 1807, the Incorporation of Fleshers in Glas- 
gow recorded in their books, a resolution pro- 
posed by the deacon and masters, and adopted by 
the whole body of the ordinary members, " that 
*^ the annaal allowances to reduced members and 
«' widows, should in future, be to members who 
«< have carried on the Flesher trade for five years, 
'^ 12/. sterling ; to members who have not cairied 
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** on the trade five years, 6/. 3^. ; to pendicles, 1828. 
•' (members not carrying on the trade) 3/. ; to „.b^^217of 
" widows of the first class, 8/. ; of the second «>-^«o^ 
** class, 6/. ; of the third class, 3/. ; but with icotlakd. 
'* power to the master-court to increase their 
** allowances as circumstances shall require, or 
" diminish the same, if the funds of the trade are 
^' to be encroached on, or will not afford these 
" allowances." 

In 1809, James Scotland, who had married the 
Respondent, entered as a member of the Incor- 
poration, and paid upon his entry, 4/. 8^. 10^. to 
the funds, and afterwards, until his death in 1819, 
paid annually a contribution of one shilling. 

Upon the death of her husband, the Respon- 
dent raised an action before the magistrates of 
Glasgow against the Corporation, setting forth in 
her summons the facts before stated, except the 
resolution recorded in the books, to which she 
alleged that access had been refused by the Cor- 
poration. The summons concluded for payment 
of the yearly sum of 8/. sterling, or such other 
sum as should be found upon inspection of the 
regulations, to be the amount to which she was 
entitled. 

The Corporation in their defences, contended, 
1 St. That the allowance was in their discretion, 
as a matter of charity, which could not be con- 
trolted by a Court of Justice. 2d. That the 
Respondent's husband had not carried on the 
trade for five years before his death, and therefore, 
conceding the first point, that she was not entitled 
to a larger allowance than an annuity of 51. 

Upon advising proofs, the magistrates citing 

2c2 



38G 



CASES IN THE HOL'SE OF LOKDS 



18S8. 



rLElHBRS OF 
GLASGOW 

V. 
SCOTLAICD. 



Finlay v. Newbiggin,^ found that Corporations of 
tradesmen in royal burghs, were subject to the 
control of competent Courts, with regard to the 
application of their funds, to the legitimate pur- 
poses to which these funds were destined ; and 
afterwards they found, that from the minutes of 
the Corporation, and other evidence, the Respon- 
dent's claim to aliment appeared to rest on the 
contract of the parties, express or implied, and 
not to fall under the rule recognized in the case 
of Paterson v. the Corporation of the Skinners of 
Edinburgh.-l in which it does not appear that the 
deceased husband of the claimant had made any 
payment at the date of his entry, or any subse- 
quent payments, on the condition, express or 
implied, of his widow receiving a corresponding 
aliment. Afterwards on advising additional proof, 
they found the pursuer entitled to an annuity of 
8/. and decerned accordingly. 

Upon advocation to the Lord Ordinary, he re- 
versed this judgment, on the authority of the case 
of Paterson. But the Respondent having re- 
claimed to the Court of Session, the interlocutor 
of the Lord Ordinary was varied ; the Court 
decerning for the payment of the annual allow- 
ance of 5/. sterling, and allowed only the costs 
incurred in the discussion of the question of 
right. 

Against this decision there was an appeal and 
cross appeal. 



For the Appellants. — The Solicitor General and 
Mr. Fullerton. 



* 15th Jan. 1793. 



t 10th Feb. 1803. 
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For the Respondents. — Mr. Keay and Mr. 18^- 
Miller. 



FLB8BBRS OF 
OLASGOW 



The Lord Chancellor. — Upon the agitation of »coti.and. 
this question, two points have been submitted to 
the consideration of the various tribunals, before 
whom this question has been considered. One 
point, and a material point for consideration, is^ 
as to whether or not this right can be enforced in 
a Court of Justice ? Another question, and that is a 
question of fact, is, as to whether the Respondent 
is entitled to the 5/. annuity, or to the annuity of 
8/. a year ? With respect to the first and material 
point for consideration, it is to be recollected, that 
this was an agreement entered into between the 
members of this society ; that after that agree- 
ment had been entered into, Mr. Scotland became 
a member of the society; made his payments as 
a member of the society ; continued a member of 
the society till the time of his death; and be- 
came therefore a party to the agreement, and 
entitled to all the benefits of the agreement for 
himself, and for his widow in the event of her 
surviving. 

There has been no dispute in the progress of 
this cause, as to the poverty of the claimant^ as 
to her being in indigent circumstances, so as to 
entitle her to the benefit of this regulation. There 
has been no impeachment whatever of her moral 
conduct. It is admitted that she comes fairly 
within the rule; and the question is, whether, 
coming fairly within the rule, there being no ex- 
ception on the ground of her not being indigent, 
there being no exception whatever to her on 
account of any impropriety of conduct, this so* 
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ciety have a right arbitrarily to withhold this 
payment ; because they can arbitrarily withhold 
this payment, unless there is a means of enforcing 
the payment through the medium of a Court of 
Justice? I apprehend this is to be considered as 
an agreement and an arrai^ement» between this 
society and every individual member of the so- 
ciety, and, so long as this arrangement continues 
in force, every member has a right to the benefit 
of it ; and if that benefit is attempted to be with- 
held fi'om him, he is entitled to come to a Court 
of Justice for the purpose of claiming redress. 

This was the view of the case taken by the 
Court of Session, and accordingly they pro* 
nounced the interlocutor, against which this 
appeal has been preferred. 

This j udgment ought to be afiSrmed. The only 
argument that was pressed against it, in point of 
authority, arose out of the case of Patersan 
against the Corporation of Skinners of Edinburgh ; 
but that case has no reference whatever to that 
before your Lordships. It is true, that was a 
case of aliment; but in the case of Paterson 
against the Corporation of Skinners, it appears, ac- 
cording to the facts of that case, that in the regu- 
lations which existed for the original constitution 
of that corporation, each individual case was 
considered by itself; that the claimant preferred 
her claim to the corporation — they considered the 
nature of her claim, and made her such allow- 
ance as they thought proper ; and it appeared 
that they were in the habit, from time to time, of 
withdrawing those allowances, according to their 
own discretion, and their sense of the propriety 
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of the act. It is perfectly clear, therefore, that 18W. 
that case has no resemblance to a case like the 
present, where an arrangement was entered into 
with respect to a fixed amount, appropriated »coTiAifp 
according to a certain course of payment, .to 
which all the members of the corporation were 
parties. 

With respect to the question of fact, as to 
whether the woman is entitled to the five or the 
eight pounds, I will not go through the detail of 
the evidence. I will only state generally, that 
after having looked with as much attention as I 
can into the subject, it is not made out in a 
manner satisfactory to my mind ; at least it is not 
made out and established in evidence, that her 
husband carried on the business of a flesher for a 
period of five years and upwards ; and that not 
being made out satisfactorily in point of evidence, 
the consequence is, that she cannot be entitled to 
claim more than the sum of 5/. a year. 

With respect to the costs, the manner in which 
the costs have been arr ranged, appears to me also 
to be fair and equitable ; that part of the costs 
which arose out of the discussion of the question 
of right, has been allowed to the widow, but she 
has not been considered by the Court below, as 
entitled to those costs resulting out of the inves- 
tigation of the question of fact, the decision as to 
the fact having been against her ; and they ought 
to be disallowed, provided you are of opinion, 
that the judgment of the Court on the other 
points ought to be affirmed. I should submit to 
your Lordships, therefore, upon the whole case, 
that the final judgment of the Court of Session 
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should be affirmed, and both appeals dismissed. 
There is an original appeal by the corporation, 
and there is a cross appeal by the widow ; the 
decision, therefore, I should recommend is, to 
dismiss both appeals, and I think upon the whole, 
it will be better that there should be costs on 
neither side. 
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1828. 

SCOTLAND. 

(court of session.) 

Manners, Miller, and others - Appellants. 
Sir D. Hunter Blair, and others Respondents. 

AND 

BucHAN and others Appellants. 

The Officers of State, and Sir> p , 

D. H. Blair and others - - -5 

The King by letters patent, granted to B. and B. their heirs 
and amigns, to be his only printers in Scotland for forty-one 
years, to use and enjoy with all its profits and privileges, so 
far as the same were consistent with the articles of the Union, 
and especially the sole privilege of printing in Scotland, 
Bibles, {Bibha Saera) Testaments, the Psalms, the Book of 
Common Prayer, Confessions of Faith, the greater and leaser 
Catechisms in the English tongue. The letters prohibited 
all other persons, subjects and foreigners, to print in or 
import into Scotland from any parts beyond the seas, any of 
the said books, without the licence or authority of B. and B. 
their heirs, assigns, and substitutes, under pain of confis-. 
cation. . 
Held, that the patentees had under this patent, the exclusive 
right of printing in Scotland, all the books enumerated in the 
patent, and that the received English translation of the Bible' 
was within the terms of the patent, and could not be sold 
in Scotland without the authority of the patentees, although, 
the prohibition in terms extended only to importation from 
parts beyond seas. 

In the year 1786, the office of Printer to his 
Majesty for Scotland, was granted in reversion to 
the late Sir James Hunter Blair, Baronet, and 
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1828. the Respondent, Mr. Bruce. Sir James Hunter 
Blair was succeeded in his right as joint patentee, 
^- by the other Respondent, Sir David Hunter 

Blair. 

By the patent of appointment to this office, 
which bears date on the 2d November, 1785, the 
commencement of the right is declared to be from 
the expiry of the then existing patent to Alexan- 
der Kincaid, which event took place in the year 
1798, and from thence to endure for forty-one 
years. 

By this writ, which is in the form of a com- 
mission or letters patent under the Union Seal, 
his Majesty nominates, constitutes, and appoints, 
'' Memoratas Jacobum Hunter Blair ^ et Joannem 

* * Bruce^ cofyunctim, haredes eorum, substittUoSp scu 

* * assignatos^ solos et unicas nostros architypographos, 
** in ilia parte regni nastri Magna Britannue Scotia 
** vocata; idque pro spatio quadraginta unius amnh 
** rum, computando ah etpostexpirationemdiplomatis. 
" pro pr^Bsenti existensis, prafato Alexandro Kin- 
** caid, pro simili spatio quadraginta unius annorum 
** concessi ; cum plena potestate ipsis Jacobo Hunter 
^' Blair, et Joanni Bruce, conjunctim, eorumque 
*' haredibus, assignatis, seu substitutis, antedictis, 
^* prafato munere et officio^ durante spatio antedicto, 
** utendi, exercendi, et gaudendi, cum omnibus pn^-- 

cuis, emolumentis, immunitatibus, txemptioKUms, 
et privilegiis, quibuscunque eidem spectantibus, in 
" quantum cum articulis Unionis, legibusque Magna 
** Britannia nunc existentibus, congruunt: Etspe- 
'^ ciatim, solum et unicum privilegium imprimendi, in 
*' Scotia, J^bUa Sacra, Nova Testamenta, Psalnuh 
'^ rum libros, libros Precum Communium^ CoMfes-^ 



€4 



MAIIlfBBl 
BLAIR. 



ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF £R&OR. 393 

** siones Fidei^ majores et minores Catechismos in 1828. 

** lingua Anglicana ; — necnon solam potestatemimpri-' 

'' mendi et reimprimendi acta Parliamentij edicta, ^ 

'* proclamationes, omnesque alias chartas in umm 

*^ nostrorum puUicorum in Scotia officiorum impri- 

'* mendas : Et generaliter omne quod ibidem public 

'' candum erit, auctoritate regali, imprimendi et 

^* rdmprimendi: Prohiben. per pnesentesy omnes 

** alias personas quascunque, tarn nativos quam er« 

*^ traneos, imprimere vel rdmprimere, seu imprim 

** seu reimprimi in Scotia causare, vel importare seu 

** importari facere in Scotiam^ a quibusvis lads trans- 

** marinis, ullos did. librorumy et chartarum publi- 

" caruni supra mentionat. absque licentia vel auctori- 

*^ tote a diet. Jacobo HufUer Blair et Joanne Bruce^ 

'' htsredibus eorum, assignatis, vel substitutis, sub 

*' posna confiscationis omnium talium librorumy char^ 

" tarumque publicarum, ita impress, seu importdt. 

*' in Scotia ; unius eorund. dimidii ad nos, alteriusque 

** in usum diet. Jacobi Hunter Blair, et Joannis 

'* Bruce, eorumque antedictJ' 

Under these letters patent, the Appellants in 
the first appeal, had obtained an interdict against 
the Respondents, restraining them from importing 
or selling, or exposing to sale, any of the books 
enumerated in the letters patent. Against this 
decision. Miller and Manners appealed to the 
House of Lords, and upon the hearing in 1 825, 
after observing that the only question substan- 
tially discussed in the argument of counsel, had 
turned principally on the language of the patent, 
which, although it conferred the sole right of 
printing in Scotland, yet the prohibition was only 
of printing in Scotland, or importing from places 
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1828, beyond the seas. Lord Gifford proceeded as 
iit^s follows:— 
^;^ In considering this case, since it was argued, it 

appears to me, that a very important question 
has not been fully discussed. I apprehend, that 
the prerogative in this country, to grant the right 
of printing Bibles, New Testaments, &c. belongs 
to the King as supreme head of the church, and 
he only has a right to authorise the publication 
of the Book of Common Prayer, and the liturgy 
of the church. 

Now this interdict applies not only to Bibles, 
New Testaments, Psalm Books^ and Books of 
Common Prayer, which I apprehend mean books 
of English communion, but Confessions of Faith, 
(whether the Scotch Confession of Faith or the 
thirty-nine Articles does not appear), or larger or 
smaller Catechism, (what Catechisms they are 
does not appear). With respect to some of 
those works, it may be, that the prerogative of 
the Crown of Scotland may be larger than the 
prerogative of the Crown of England. But upon 
looking into the statute of 1690, by which the 
church government in Scotland was settled, 
there is this remarkable passage with respect 
to the Bible :— 

Section 8. '• The Old Testament in Hebrew, 
V' (which was the native language of the people 
" of God of old), and the New Testament in 
'' Greek, (which, at the time of the writing of 
'' it, was most generally known to the nation), 
** being immediately inspired by God, and by 
'' his singular care and providence kept pure 
" in all ages, and therefore authentical, so as 
'* in all controversies of religion, the church 
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'* is finally to appeal unto them: But because ^[^• 

" these original tongues are not known to all the 

•• people of God, who have right unto and in- 

^' terest in the Scriptures, and are commanded in 

** the fear of God to read and search them, there- 

'• fore they are to be translated into the vulgar 

** language of every nation unto which they come, 

*' that the word of God dwelling plentifully in 

'^ all, they may worship him in an acceptable 

'' manner, and through patience find comfort of 

•* the Scriptures, may have hope." 

Now I cannot find, that by any Act of the 
Crown of Scotland, or the Government of Scot- 
land, there has been any authorized translation of 
the Bible for the use of the people of Scotland. 
I have been unable to find such, if any there is. 
I believe there is none. Then comes the ques- 
tion, Whether, supposing the privilege of the 
Crown in Scotland was the same as in England, 
to authorize a translation of the Bible, yet, not 
having done so, is it competent for the Crown of 
Scotland to say, you shall not import into Scot- 
land a translation of the Bible authorized by the 
law of England ? With respect to the Book of 
Common Prayer, if it alludes to the Book of 
Common Prayer of England, that is no part of 
the church establishment of Scotland; and has 
the Crown of Scotland the privilege to say, that 
that which is the form of the liturgy of the church 
of England, with which they have nothing to do, 
shall not be sold in Scotland, unless printed by 
the king's printer in Scotland ? With respect to 
the Confessions of Faith, there was a Confession 
of Faith published in 1690, (which is the Con- 
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1888. fessioQ of Faith adopted in Scotland, and autho-» 
rized by the Crown), and the Grown has, as it was 
contended, and not denied, the same sort of privi* 
lege in Scotland as to the printing Acts of State, 
and those particular works which are peculiar to 
the church of Scotland, if there beany such : but 
has it the privilege of prohibiting the printing or 
selling in Scotland, the form of prayer of the church 
of England, with which form of prayer they them- 
selves say, they have nothing to do in Scotland ? 
So, as to the Psalms, there may be Psalm Books in 
Scotland, which are peculiarly used by the 
church of Scotland. Whether they have the 
power of preventing surreptiticHis copies of them, 
I know not. Then, as to the larger or smaller Ca- 
techism, it is possible they may have such works. 
These questions appear to me important, and 
perhaps I ought to take blame to myself, for not, 
at the time of the argument, having suggested 
these difficulties ; but they did not then occur to 
me, for my attention was turned to the prohi- 
bitory clause. A good deal of the argument 
turned upon the case cited at the bar, which was 
said by the Appellants, to be the converse of 
this. In that case* it was decided, that the king's 
printer in England, had a right to prohibit BiUes 
printed in Scotland, from being circulated in 
England, because it would be an infringement of 
the prerogative, which conferred the right upon a 
particular individual; and passages were cited 
from the judgment pronounced by the Lord 
Chancellor. He was of opinicm that the power 

* Ihh. qf Oxjbrd aird Cambridge v. JZicAaniroii, 6 Yes. 689* 



MAIIIIBRS 
BLAIB* 



ON APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 397 

was reciprocal. He seemed to admit, that the }^^ 
Scotch printer could prevent the English printer 
from selling the English Bibles, or Book of Com- 
mon Prayer, in Scotland; but the attention of 
the Lord Chancellor, and the noble Lord who 
assisted, was not drawn to the rights of the 
church of Scotland ; nor ^do I see any thing in 
the j udgment, that warranted the conclusion that 
he had formed a decisive opinion upon that point, 
but there are passages that are thought to bear 
that way. 

It seems to me, with a view to save expense 
to the parties, and the delay that would take 
place, that it would be better for me to ask your 
Lordships to adjourn the case till the next session 
of Parliament, and have a farther ailment upon 
this question, which affects the privilege of the 
Crown of Scotland, exercised in Scotland over 
works of this nature* Your Lordships have had 
an argument directed to the. various species of 
works interdicted by this interiocutor, some of 
which may, for ought I know, come within the 
prerogative of the Crown of Scotland, conferring 
a monopoly upon the printer ; but I do not profess 
to have formed any opinion upon the subject. It 
is of great importance to consider, whether the 
prerogative of Scotland can extend to a transla- 
tion of the Bible, which the Crown of Scotland 
has never authorized itself* If it has, we shall 
be informed of it. Is it the translation printed in 
England ? or what translation of the Bible is it, 
which the king's printer in Scotland has the 
sole privilege of printing? Is it every Bible, 
or the English translation? I apprehend the 
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1828. principal question in this case, will turn mainly 
.]^^J^|[^^ upon the printing of the Bible and the New 
^' Testament. 

ttLAIB. 

I therefore propose to your Lordships to ad* 
joum this case till the next session. 
29th Jane, The casc was accordingly adjourned. 

In the mean time, the question came under dis- 
cussion in a similar suspension and interdict pre- 
sented to the Court of Session by the King s 
Printers against Buchan and others, members of 
the Edinburgh and Glasgow Bible Societies. The 
Lord Ordinary in that case, *' in respect of the 
*' chargers (Buchan and others) having failed to 
^* point out any distinction between the matters at 
** issue in the present process of suspension, and 
'' those determined after the fullest discussion and 
** consideration by the first division of the Court in 
** the case of the King's Printers v. Manners and 
'* Miller, and other booksellers in Edinburgh, and 
'* that no documents which appear to the Lord 
'' Ordinary materially to affect the grounds of 
'' that judgment, are now founded on, which were 
'' not before the Court as aforesaid, or that any 
*' allegations in point of fact, are made by the 
** chargers, different from those which were made 
*' in the said case before the Court," suspended 
the letters simpliciter, continued the interdict and 
decerned. The Court, on the case being brought 
under their review, in consideration of the doubt 
as to the royal prerogative in Scotland, expressed 
in the House of Lords, appointed intimation to 
be made to the Officers of State, and allowed 
them to appear for his Majesty's interest; and 
thereafter (i2th May, 1826) adhered, except as to 
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the Book of Common Prayer, as to which they 1828. 
altered the Lord Ordinary's interlocutor, and re- ^J^^^, 
moved the interdict in hoc statu.* ^• 

Buchan and others appealed, and the King's 
Printers presented a cross appeal, in regard to 
the Book of Common Prayer. 
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1888. 77ie Loi'd Chanceliar. — 

The principal Respondents in this case are 
the King's printers in Scotland. They hold 
that offi<:^e under a patent from the Crown. 
^^m.' ^^^ Appellants are members of certain Bible 
Societies in Scotland, and have been in the 
habit of importing Bibles from England ; and the 
material question to be decided in this Cjase, is 
whether or not the King's pointers in Scotland 
have, by virtue of their office and their patent, 
a right to exclude persons from importing Bibles, 
a nd theother works which are contained in the 
patent, from England? 

Two important questions were raised in this 
case. One, which was raised, and which was ar- 
gued at great length in the Court below, and 
argued very ably at your Lordships' bar, was as to 
the right of the Grown to grant a patent, the 
effect of which shall be, to prevent persons in 
Scotland from importing Bibles, and other works 
of the description mentioned in the patent, cer- 
tain religious works, from England ; and the 
second question turned upon the particular con- 
struction of the terms of this patent. 

With respect to the first question, it arose out 
of the 6ase of Manners and Miller v. Blair, which 
was before your Lordships^ House two or three 
sessions ago. When that case came on for 
argument, and was argued at your Lordships' 
b^r^ it occurred to the' learned Loni who then pre- 
sided here, (Lord Gifford) that there was a doubt 
as to the validity of the patent, and as to the 
power of the King to grant a patent of that de- 
scription. I do not 'mean to sujg^gest that the 
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noble and learned Lord expressed any opinion }^^' 
upon that subject^ but that he was desirous, be- 
fore he decided that question, that that point 
should be argued at your Lordships' bar; but 
which was in fact, never argued in the particular 
case, because the case in which I am about to 
propose that your Lordships should give judg- 
ment» was before the Courts below; and being 
before the Courts below, the point was raised 
before the judges of the Court in Scotland, which 
had not in fact been raised in the case of Manners 
and Miller v. Blair ; and tbat case having come 
before your Lordships upon appeal, it was con- 
sidered more convenient and proper, that the ar- 
gument, with respect to the validity of the 
patent, and with respect to the prerogative of the 
Crown, should be on that particular case, than on 
the case of Manners and Miller ; but your Lord- 
ships' decision in the one case, will be of course 
governed by the decision in the other. 

In conducting the argument, with respect to 
the prerogative of the Crown, reference was 
made, and very properly made, to the cases of 
prerogative in England. For two hundred years 
%nd more, the kings have, in England, granted 
patents to their printers here, as extensive as the 
patent we are now considering, and perhaps more 
extensive, but extensive enough to raise the 
question we are now considering. In England, 
the power of the king to grant patents of this 
description, or to appoint to such an office, has 
never been seriously questioned. Those patents 
have from time to time come under the review of 
our^Courts, and the. judges have l^eei^ called upoo 
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18^. to decide upon them. One case occurred before Sir 
Joseph Jekyll, so far back as the year 1 720, and 
others at different periods, both in the Courts of 
Equity, and also before this House during the 
last century ; and I would state it as a point not 
admitting now of doubt or controversy, that as 
far as relates to the office of King*s printer in 
England, the Crown has the prerogative to grant 
a patent as extensive as that we are now consi- 
dering, — assuming, for the purpose of argument, 
that the patent is as extensive as it is contended 
on the part of the Respondents to be. 

But although the power of the King and his 
prerogative in England has never been questioned, 
it has been rested by judges on different princi- 
ples. Some judges have been of opinion, that it is 
to be founded on the circumstance of the transla* 
tion of the Bible, having been actually paid for by 
King James, and its having become the property 
of the Crown, and therefore it has been referred 
to a species of copyright. Other judges have 
referred it to the circumstance of the King of 
England being the supreme head of the church 
of England, and that he is vested with the pre- 
rogative with reference to that character. Other 
judges have been of opinion, and I confess^ for 
my own part, I am disposed to accede to that 
opinion, that it is to be referred to another consi- 
deration, namely, to the character of the duty 
imposed upon the chief executive officer of the 
Government, to superintend the publication, of 

* Baikett r. Parstms. At the RoWi 17I8. In D. P. 1719* 
Cited in Vnw. qf O^. and Cam^ v. Bkhmrdimi^ 6 Yes. 699- 
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the Acts of the Legislature, and Acts of State of '®S* 
that description, and also of those works, upon vANNsai 
which the established doctrines of our religion are ^^^^^ 
founded, — that it is a duty imposed upon the first 
executive magistrate, carrying with it a corres- 
ponding prerogative. That was^ the opinion of 
Lord Camden, as expressed in the case of Do- 
naldson v. Becket,* in most direct and eloquent 
terms in this House : that was the opinion also 
expressed by Chief Baron Skinner, in the case of 
Eyre and Strahan v. Caman ;t and I think that 
may be collected or inferred to be the opinion of 
a learned and noble Earl, now a member of your 
Lordships' House, from what fell from that noble 
and learned Lord, in the case of the Universities of 
Oxford and Cambridge v. Richardson.'^ 

If that be so, if that is the true principle upon 
which this prerogative is to be rested, it appears 
to me that all difiiculty ceases with respect to the 
prerogative in Scotland. In Scotland, as well as 
England, patents of this description have been 
granted without dispute or contest, for more than 
two hundred years. These patents have at different 
periods been made the subject of suits in the 
Courts of Scotland, and particularly in the case 
of Watson v. Baskett, in the year 1716, or the year 
1717, which cases came afterwards by appeal to 
the House of Lords. In another case, that of 
the King's Printers v. Bell and Bradfute, this 
patent came under the consideration of the Courts 
of Justice in Scotland ; and many other cases 
maybe referred to, for the purpose of establishing 
the same fact : so that we have in Scotland, as 

♦ 4 Burr. 240S. f Court of Exoheq. 1781. J 6 Ves.. 704, 5l 
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1^28. well as England » patents granted successively for 
^^JJ[^^ a period of more than two hundred years. 

blTib These patents have been the subjects of suits. 
These cases have come to your Lordships' House ; 
and I do not think, that until the doubt was 
thrown out by the uoble and learned Lord to 
whom I have referred, the late Lord GifFord, the 
prerogative of the Crown of Scotland was ever 
called in question. Certainly it never did occur 
to the very able counsel who argued the case of 
Manners and Miller v. Blair in the Court below, 
seriously to consider or to contest that point. 

In the course of this argument it was assumed, 
as the basis of a part of an argument, that the 
prerogative in England depended upon the King's 
character as supreme head of the church ; and it 
was argued, that that principle did not apply to 
Scotland, for that although the King- was the 
supreme head of the church in England, he was 
not the supreme head of the church in Scotland; 
and therefore the prerogative might well exist in 
this part of the island, and yet not exist in Scot- 
land. But, I have already stated, that I do not 
refer the. prerogative to the circumstance of the 
King being, in a spiritual or ecclesiastical sense, 
the supreme head of the church in England, but 
to the kingly character — to his being at the head 
of the church and state, and it being his duty to 
act as guardian and protector of both, — a cha- 
racter which he has equally in Scotland and En- 
gland. It is perfectly clear, that it is the duty of 
the King to act this part,, as the guardian of the 
church in Scotland. That is a principle laid 
down by the authorities in Scotland as much as 
in England. By the authority of the statute 
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by which the Reformation was established in 1838^ 
Scotland, it is declared to be the duty of the ^j!][J^)J^ 
magistrates, and the King as supreme magistrate, ^^; 
to be the protector of the church ; and in the Act 
of 1 690, by which the Presbyterian church was 
established, when the Episcopalian church autho- 
rity was finally put an end to in Scotland, the 
same principle is laid down and acknowledged. 
I think, therefore, that this right and prerogative 
depends upon the King's character as guardian of 
the church and guardian of the state, to take care 
that works of this description are published in a 
correct and authentic form ; and that those argu-* 
ments upon which the authority rests in this 
country apply also in Scotland. 

But it was said at the bar, that in England, as 
far as relates to the translation of the Holy Bible^ 
we have the translation recognized by public 
authority, introduced into the service of the 
church by public authority; and that the prero- 
gative in England will properly ap{dy to this 
translation^ but that the same principle does not 
apply in Scotland. 

With respect to the Bible which was trans-^ 
lated in the reign of James the First, and 
which indisputably was translated under bis 
sanction, and by virtue of his authority, it does 
not appear that he contributed any thing towards 
the expense. It does not appear that that trans-- 
lation of the Bible was introduced into the church 
by the authority of any Act of Parliament, by 
the authority of any Act of Convocation, or by 
proclamation ; but iMadoubtedly it was ioitroduced 
under the sanction and authority of the head of 
the church, under the sanction of the King of that 
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18^. period, — in what precise way does not appear by 
evidence. It is probable, that after it was com- 
pleted, and the heads of the church were satisfied 
with it, it was by the authority of the bishops, in 
their respective dioceses, introduced into general 
use throughout the kingdom, possibly without any 
further act for that purpose. But is there any 
essential difference between the situation of En* 
gland and Scotland in this respect ? I apprehend 
clearly none ; because the same translation has, 
if not by the actual authority, at least by the 
sanction of the General Assembly of Scotland, 
been introduced into their church, and used there 
for a period I believe of one hundred and fifty 
years ; and I understand that use of it in Scotland 
is as general, and indeed as exclusive and universal 
as in England. This translation, therefore, has 
been sanctioned in the country by the church of 
that country, and by the proper ecclesiastical 
authorities ; and I apprehend that it stands in the 
same situation, and is guarded by the same privi- 
leges, and is in point of law, unless the General 
Assembly should order otherwise, as compellable 
to be used in the churches of Scotland as it is in 
the churches of England. I do not apprehend, 
therefore, that there is any difficulty in this re- 
spect, or that any argument whatever, can be 
founded on the idea, that by some authority in 
this country that particular translation has been 
introduced into universal use in our church, and 
that no corresponding authority exists in Scot- 
land. I have no doubt there is some authority, 
at least some implied authority, for the introduc- 
tion of it in England ; and I apprehend there is 
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the same implied authority, the same sanction for 1828. 
it by ecclesiastical authorities in Scotland. ^JtwHw 

It was in consequence of this circumstance^ ^^^;, 
and some doubts arising out of this particular 
view of the case, that the noble and learned Lord 
to whom I have referred, was desirous that in 
this particular view, it should be considered 
again. 

It appears to me, that as far as relates 
to the translation of the Holy Scriptures, 
the case with respect to Scotland is precisely 
the same as it is with respect to England. 
But in this patent there are other works noticed. 
There is the Confei^sion of Faith. I find that the 
Confession of Faith was ratified by the General 
Assembly, in the year 1649 ; it is therefore a 
book adopted by the proper ecclesiastical autho- 
rity in the country. The larger and the shorter 
Catechisms were also ratified by the General 
Assembly about that same period : and with re- 
spect to the metrical version of the Psalms, 
which is also contained in that patent, that was, as 
I am informed, prepared by the authority of the 
General Assembly, and it is used in the churches 
by authority of that General Assembly. It ap- 
pears to me, therefore, that these works come 
within the same principle as the Holy Scriptures, 
and within the same principle as the Book of 
Common Prayer in this country. 

A question has been raised with respect to the 
Book of Common Prayer, which is also con- 
tained in this patent ; and it is said, that at all 
events, the King could not in Scotland, confer the 
exclusive right of printing this work on his printer 
in Scotland. The Court below entertained some 
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doubt upon thi& point, and in this particular stage 
of the cause» they have excepted the Common 
Prayer from the operation of their interdict, 
without, however, pronouncing any decision upon 
it.. At one period episcopacy existed in Scotr 
land. During that time, there is no doubt the 
King's authority applied to the Book of Common 
Prayer, as well as to the other works to which I 
have referred. It is true, that by the Act of 
Pariiament passed in the year I6d0, an alteration 
was made in this respect. By the effect of that 
Act of Parliament in 1690, the presbyterian 
form of worship became the established form in 
Scotland, uui the church of that persuasiioB 
became the established church of Scotla:nd: but, 
those persons who were members of the church 
of England, who were in her communion, were 
still entitled to the protection of the Crown ; 
there was nothing in that Act of Parliament 
to deprive them of that protection ^ and if 
the King possessed the prerogative previous 
to the passing of the Act m 1690, by whii^ he 
had the exclusive rigpht, by himself or his 
ofiieers, in Scotland, to publijsfa. the Book of 
Common Prayer, there is nothing in the Aet of 
1690, ta deprive him of that prerogative^ which 
he had previously enjoyed. 

It does not appear to me, therefore, in this 
yiew of the case, that theve is any essential dif- 
ference between that part of the patent wUch 
relates to the Book of Common Prayer, and that 
which relates ta the other works. I think,, there- 
foire, that vrith respect to this question^ which 
was not originally mooted in the Court below. 
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namely, the general question of the validity of the 1^88* 
patent, which was only afterwards argued in the ^^IJXm 
second case, in consequence of the wish intimated 
by the noble and learned Lord to whom I have 
adverted, that your Lordships will have no diffi- 
culty in coming ta the opinion, that in Scotland, 
as in England, the King possesses this preroga- 
tive, and that he ha^s. a right to confer it upon his 
printer. 

If that be so, the only remaining question to 
which I propose to call your attention is, the con- 
struction of the patent. 

I confess I bad considerable doubts at first, in de- 
termining what was the proper construction of this 
patent ; but in looking very attentively at the par- 
tent, considering the whde bearing of it, and all 
the facts of the case, those doubts and difficulties 
have ceased. The patent is in substance this* 
that those particular individuals are declared to 
have the sole and exclusive right of printing in 
Scotland^ the particular works which are men- 
tioned in it. They are to have the office, and 
discharge the duties, with all its perquisites, 
all its emoluments, and all its privileges, as far as 
it is consistent with the articles of Union, That 
is the granting part of the patent, to which I 
shall at preisent confine my observations. 

The expression, '* a3 far as it is consiMent with 
'' the articles of Union,'' requires some explana- 
tion* A short time before the patent was granted to 
Baskett in the year 1716, which was in the same 
teims as this, a patent had been granted to a 
person of the name of Freebaim, in the year 
1711. . That patent was^ in the granting part ol 
it^ as general a9 this which I have stoted; but 
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IS^ it contained a prohibition against all persons 
importing^ either from England^ or any parts 
beyond the seas, any of the particular works 
enumerated in the patent. Some doubts were 
created in the minds of some persons, with respect 
to the validity of that patent; it was sub-^ 
mitted for the consideration of the Lord Advocate 
of Scotland, Sir James Stewart ; and Sir James 
Stewart was of opinion, that it was contrary to 
the fourth article of the Union between England 
and Scotland, to prohibit the importation of those 
works from England. The patent was also re- 
ferred to the consideration and opinion of Mr. 
Kennedy, who held at that time, the office of 
Solicitor-General of Scotland : he gave an opinion 
upon this point, directly the reverse of that ex- 
pressed by the Lord Advocate ; and it turns out 
in the result, as appears by the decision in the 
case of Richardson v. the Universities of Oxford 
and Cambfidge, that the opinion which the Soli- 
citor-General gave was the correct opinion, and 
that the patent was not contrary to the terms 
of the article of Union. If that be so, then 
we may read this patent precisely as if those 
words were not contained in the patent ; and then 
it is a question, as to the exclusive right of 
printing these particular works, granted with the 
office of King's printer, with all the privileges, 
and with all the emoluments incident to that 
office. With reference to the previous part of it, 
the exclusive right of printing works of this de- 
scription, must carry with it the right of excluding 
all other persons from the participation, from the 
right of printing them or circulating them. The 
one is a consequence of the other* If the Crown 
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by its prerogative, has a right of printing by its 1888. 
officer, it has by its prerogative, the right to 
exclude all others from the enjoyment of the 
right, by importation or otherwise. Therefore, 
when the King grants the right of printing, he 
grants the other part, namely, the authority he 
possesses, or rather, as Lord Eldon has said, the 
duty consequent upon that authority, the duty of 
excluding others ; and it appears to me, therefore, 
on looking at the subject in this view, with re- 
ference to the granting part of the patent, the 
patentees have clearly a right to exclude. 

But there is a prohibition which follows the 
granting part of the patent, and it is said, the 
prohibition extends only to parts beyond the 
seas ; and there is a penalty annexed to the pro- 
hibition, — all persons are prohibited from im- 
porting the specified works from parts beyond the 
seas, under the penalty of losing those works. 
But it is no objection to a patent, which conveys 
a particular power and a particular authority, 
that there is a prohibition accompanied with a 
penalty, and that that prohibition accompanied 
with a penalty, is not co-extensive with what is 
supposed to be the grant. An argument may 
arise out of the prohibition, for the purpose of 
construing the grant, and for the purpose of as- 
certaining what the intention of the grantor was ; 
but if the intention of the grantor be clear, it does 
not follow that the grant is at all limited, from the 
circumstance of there being a prohibition, accom- 
panied with a penalty, which is not co -extensive 
with the grant. 

But in this case no question can arise upon the 
limitation of the prohibition, because we can un- 
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1836. derstanid at oiice» what was the reason of the limiteil 
nature of the prohibition. That prohibition arose 
out of the doubt expressed in the opinion of the 
Lord Advocate of Scotland . In the granting part of 
the patent, reference was made to the articles df 
Union. We grant you all the powers which have 
been enjoyed by any of your predecessors in this 
office, as far as they are consistent with the ar- 
ticles of the Union, but no farther. It was sup- 
posed that the prohibition of importation frotA 
England, was contrary to the fourth article of the 
Union ; and therefore, when the party drawing 
that patent came to the prohibition to be followed 
by a penalty, he did not choose to ciurry that 
prohibition beyond the point, to which it could 
be with safety and certainty extended . When we 
find that it has been decided, that the articles of 
the Union do not bear upon this case, we have at 
once an interpretation of the whole patent, and 
see the reason for the limited prohibition, and 
that these words were not intended to have any 
effect in limiting the patent, unless the articles ojf 
the Union required it should be limited. My 
opinion is, that it is a grant of Uie authority of 
the Crown ; that the Crown intended to convey 
all the authority it possessed, and, as Lord Eldon 
very properly says, there is a duty incident to the 
authority. The Crown intended to convey it^ 
authority, and the Crown intended to convey that 
authority with a corresponding duty. I there- 
fore cannot bring myself to entertain any serious 
doubt with respect > to the construction of the 
patent. 

On these grounds, I should recommend to the 
House, both with respect to the former objection. 
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— as to the prerogative of the Crown, and also l^. 
with respect to the construction of the patent, 
— to confirm the opinion expressed after very 
elaborate argument, and expressed in great 
detail, and with great ability, by the judges 
below. I should propose, that in the case of 
Buchan \. Blair^ the interlocutors complained of 
by the original appeal should be affirmed, and 
those complained of by the cross appeal reversed; 
and as incident to that decision, I should propose 
that the judgment in the case of Manners and 
Miller v. Blair ^ should also be affirmed. 

The only diflPerence to which it is material to 
call your attention, is that in the case of Manners 
and Miller v. Blair^ the interlocutor includes the 
Book of Common Prayer : but in consequence of 
some doubts entertained by the learned judges, 
having been expressed in the interlocutor in this 
particular case of Buchan v. Blair ^ that is made 
the subject of exception : I should recommend to 
your Lordships, that these interlocutors be af- 
firmed on all other points ; and as to this excep* 
tion, that the interlocutor be reversed. 

The effect of the judgment will be, that the 
King's printer in Scotland will stand on the same 
footing as the King's printer in England. It has 
been decided, that the King's printer in England 
has aright to prevent the importation of all books 
which come from Scotland. I did BOt mention 
that as the foundation of the judgment, — that 
was not a ground on which to proceed to sucb an 
<idjudication ; but, at the same time, your Lord- 
ships will not regret that the judgment to be 
pronounced is followed with consequences so j«st 
and equitable. 
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SCOTLAND. 

(court OF SESSION.) 



Siu Neil Menzies, Bart. 



Appellant. 



The Earl of Breadalbane and> Resrumdents 
another S ^^ 



A proprietor of land on the bank of a river> having commenced 
the building of a mound, which according to the opinion and 
report of an engineefg would, if completed, in times of ordi- 
nary flood, throw the waters of the river on the grounds of a 
proprietor on the opposite bank, so as to overflow and injure 
them, was restrained by perpetual interdict, from the farther 
erection of any bulwark, or other work, which might have 
the e£fect of diverting the stream of the river in time of flood 
from its accustomed course, and throwing the same upon the 
lands of the Appellant. 



In 1798, the predecessor of the Appellant, by 
bill of suspension and interdict, complained 
against the proprietor of the lands held by the 
Respondent, that he had begun to erect upon the 
upper end of a piece of land, along the bank of 
the river Tay, at the distance of four or five yards 
from the ordinary channel, a bulwark, which, if 
finished^ would have the effect of turning the 
water upon the complainer's property, and over- 
flowing his lands. 

An interdict was granted upon this bill, and z^ 
remit was made to an engineer to inspect the 
channels of the river, and report on the probable 
effect of the erection of the bulwark. 
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No further proceedings were taken until 1821, 1828. 
when the Respondent having purchased the pro- 
perty called Bolfrax, on which the bulwark was 
erected, wakened and transferred the action b^"*- 
against the Appellant, who was the representa- 
tive of the original complainer; whereupon the 
matter was referred to an engineer, upon the 
terms of the original remit. 

The engineer by his report, gave a description 
of the lands in question ; of the channels, and the 
effect of floods in the river ; and of the ordinary 
modes and effect, and the proper site and con- 
struction of embankments; and concluded by 
reporting, that the embankment on the upper end 
of Bolfrax-haugh was too near the margin of the 
ordinary channel of the river. 

Upon the report, the Lord Ordinary declared 
the interdict perpetual. 

On the 4th July, 1826, the interdict was re- 
called by the Court. 

The appeal was against this decision. 



For the Appellant. — Mr. Moncrieff. 

For the Respondent. — 7%e Solicitor General 
and JUr. Keay. 

Authorities for the Appellants. — Ersk. 2, 1,5, 
and 2^ 9, 13 ; Diet, voce Property ; L. Glenlee, 
March 10, 1804, (12,834); Hamilton, March 5, 
1793, (12,824); Dick. Nov. 16, 1769,(12,813); 
Town of Aberdeen, Nov. 22, 1748, (12,787) ; 
Fairlie, Jan. 26, 1744, (12,780) ; 39 Dig. t. 3, 1. 
1, § 2 ; 39 Voet, 3, 4. 

Authorities for the Respondent. — Farquharson, 
June 25, 1741, (12,779,) and App. Voce. Prop. 
No. 5. 
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The Lord Chancellor. — This is a question arising 
out of an embankment on the river Tay. The 
river Tay, on the north side, at the spot m 
question, is bounded by a considerable extoit of 
4at land, belonging to Sir Neii Menzies ; on liie 
southern side it is chiefly bounded by high luid, 
but this high land terminates at a point called 
Bolfrax-haugh, which land belongs to Lord Bre- 
adalbane. Bolfrax-haugh continues for the space 
of about twenty-seven acres. Then there is ano- 
ther piece of land, Farleyer Island, part of which 
belongs to Lord Breadalbane, and between those 
two lands there is a portion of the old channel, 
as if the Witter had formeriy ran in that direction. 
There are some facts not at all in dispute in this 
case. Every person knows the character of the 
river Tay ; and that in times of flood, that is, in 
autumn, winter, and in tiie spring, the flood 
stream takes its course "vtrith very considerable 
violence along this piece of land, to which 
I have referred. It is therefore obvious, that 
an embankment running parallel to the stream, 
commencing at the first point of Bdfirax- 
haugh, and earned np to Farleyer Island, would 
have the effect of stopping up the old course of 
tile flood stream, and throwing it entirely on the 
opposite piece of land belonging to Sir Neil 
Menzies , and the question in this case is, whether 
the proprietor of this land, Bolfrax-haugh,^ has a 
right so to do ? 

The land which now belongs to Lord Breadal- 
bane, was formerly the property of Mr. Alexander 
Memries, and in the year 1778 he commenced 
these works, when he either formed or repaired a 
jetty in the alveus of the stream, and he connected 
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with that jetty the embankment in question, 1828. 
which embankment is one or two yards distant ^J^^J^ 
from the course of the stream, about three feet in *• 
height, sufficiently high to turn the flood water of bame. 
the river. Those works were carried on, I think, 
to the extent of about two hundred yards. In 
consequence, Sir John Menzies then the proprie- 
tor^ filed a bill of suspension and interdict ; an 
interim interdict was obtained, and further pro^ 
oeedings were carried on ; but these further pro-^ 
ceedings were all at once suspended, until the 
year 1821. 

In the mean time Lord Breadalbane purchased 
the property of Mr. Menzies ; and having pur* 
chased the property, he revived those proceedings* 
When the case came before the Lord Ordinary, as 
far as related to the jetty, and any other v^orks in 
the alveus of the stream, he was of opinion that 
the interdict should be continued ; but he referred 
the question, as to the embankment upon the 
side of the river, on the property of Lord Bread- 
albane, for further debate and consideration. It 
ultimately came before the First Division of the 
Court of Session, and the interdict^ as far as re- 
lated to the embankment, was dissolved. 

While this afiair was going on before the Lord 
Ordinary, an engineer of considerable eminence, 
Mr. Jardine, was, according to the course of pro- 
ceedings in the Court of Session, directed, as the 
servant and officer of the Court, and standing be- 
tween the parties, to view the place, and report 
bis opinion. Without going into the minute par-' 
tieulars of that report, I may state, that it is clear 
that if this embankment should be continued^ a9 
it is projected, along the banks of the . river, it 

2 £2 
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will have the effect of throwing the ordinary flood 
streams of the river off the lands of Lord Bread- 
albane, and on the lands of Sir Neil Menzies. 
Many circumstances were referred to at the bar» 
with respect to the law of England upon this 
subject. It is quite unnecessary to trouble your 
Lordships with any observation on the law of 
England, and particularly on the law of England 
with reference to particular places, because it is 
clear, beyond the possibility of a doubt, that by 
the law of England, such an operation could not 
be carried on. The old course of the flood stream 
being along certain lands, it is not competent for 
the proprietors of those lands to obstruct that old 
course, by a sort of new water-way, to the pre- 
judice of the proprietor on the other side ; and I 
am the less disposed to trouble you with reference 
to the law of England, for that can be referred to 
only by way of illustration. This case must be 
decided by the law of Scotland. 

Now, with reference to the law of Scotland, this 
is perfectly clear, that a superior heritor cannot 
divert any part of a stream to the prejudice of an 
inferior heritor. It is also clear, that an inferior 
heritor cannot do. that which shall cause the water 
to stagnate, to the prejudice of the superior ; that 
is acknowledged to be clear law. But it is said, 
that applies only to the alveus of the course. 
But it does not appear to me, that there is any 
solid ground for the distinction. The ordinary 
course of the river, is that which it takes at 
ordinary times ; there is also a flood channel : I 
am not talking of that which it takes in extraor- 
dinary or accidental floods, but the ordinary 
course of the river in the different seasons of the 
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year, must, I apprehend, be subject to the same IS^. 
principle. 

But let us see what is said on this subject by 
the institutional writers on the law of Scotland. bamb. 
Erskine, in his Institutes, is distinct, as it appears 
to me, and precise upon the subject. He says : — 
'' When a river threatens an alteration of the 
^' present channel, by which damage may arise to 
" the proprietor of tlie adjacent or opposite 
^* ground, it is lawful for him to build a bulwark 
** ripa munienda causa, to prevent the loss of 
'* ground that is threatened by that encroach- 
'' ment ;" so that the proprietor whose .lands are 
threatened to be washed away, may, for the pur- 
pose of protecting his own property in a case of 
that description, raise a bank for his own se- 
curity ; but this bulwark must be so executed, 
as to prejudice neither the navigation, nor the 
grounds on the opposite side of the river; and 
as a guard against these consequences, the 
builder, before he began his work, was obliged by 
the Roman law to give security. Nothing, there-* 
fore, can be more distinct and precise, than the 
language of Erskine in his Institutes, with re- 
spect to this particular case. He says : — '' You 
** may protect your own property from destruc- 
** tion;" so you may by the law of England : 
but he says in distinct terms, *' Though the river 
'' threatens to change its channel, and to encroach 
'' upon your land, you cannot protect yourself 
** to the prejudice of the opposite proprietor." 
Lord Stair in his Institutes, though not so clear 
and precise, yet in general terms confirms that 
which is laid down by Erskine in his Institutes. 
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}^*^ The. language of the Roman law, according to 
the passage cited in the case, confirms the same 
doctrine. It is there said, (39 Dig. t. 3, 1, I,) 
'' Opus quod quis fecit ut aquam excluderet^ qua fir- 
*' undante palude in agrum ejus refluere sokt, si ea 
** palus aqua pluvia ampliatur, eaque aqua repulsa eo 
^^ opere agris vicini noceat^ aqua pluvia actione cage- 
'^ tur tollere;'' and, according to a passage quoted 
in the printed papers, Voet repeats the same 
doctrine. In the Digest you will find another pas- 
sage to the same effect, under the title *' De Aqua," 
(lib. 39, tit. iii.) '' Hac autem actio locum habet in 
** danino nondum facto ^ opere tamen jam facto ; 
*^ hoc eH de eo opere, ex quo damnum timetur, toti- 
'' ensque locum habet, quotiens manufacto opere agro 
** aqua nocitura est ; id est cum quis manu fecerit quo 
" oliter flueret^ quam natura soleret ; si forte immi- 
** tendo cam aut mqjorem fecerit aut citatiorem -out 
'' vehementiorem, ; aut si comprimendo redundare 
** effecit : quod si natura aqua noceret, ea actione non 
** continentur.'' It appears to me, that that pas- 
*sage (and there are others to the same effect in 
the Digest) confirms the opinion laid down by 
Erskine in his Institutes, with respect to the law 
of Scotland, in confirmation of which* he refers 
to the Roman law. It is true that passages may 
be found in the Digest, appearing to have a con- 
trary tendency, but I think they may be all 
reconciled : or, consider the subject in this light, 
that these passages to which I am now alluding, 
have reference to accidental and extraordinary 
casualties, from the flood suddenly bursting forth, 
and they go to this, that, in such a case, the parties 
may, even to the prejudice of their neighbours. 
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for the sake of self^presevvation, guard themselves 188B* 
against the consequence ;*— perhaps in this way, 
the different passages in the Digest may be 
reconciled. 

The principal authority, as it waa conceived in 
the Court below, and as it was at your Lord- 
ships* bar, was a case decided in the year 1741, — 
the case of Farquharson v. FarquhafsanJ'^ It was 
considered that that was a case directly in point ; 
and if that had been a decision directly in point, 
I confess I should have had very great hesitation 
in declaring the opinion I am now doing. But 
X have read through that case, and attended 
to the different reports of it with the greatest 
attention, and I think that it is distinguishable 
in almost every particular, from the case now 
before your Lordships. That was the case of 
the land of two proprietors on the river Cluny, 
on opposite banks of the river, which runs 
northward, and falls into the river Dee. Au- 
ehindyne grounds were on the left bank; Ii]^ 
vercauld's grounds on the right. Invercauld w 
his grounds had erected a mound, and the ques- 
tion was as between him and Auchindyne, whe- 
ther he was entitled to erect that mound ; a^d it 
was decided that he was. But the eii cumstances 
were of this description: — The river bad been 
continually going to the eastward. It had in one 
instance, actually departed from its original 
course, and taken a new direction, placing a part 
of Invercauld grounds on Auchindyne side, and 
was obviously repeating, or attempting to repeat, 
the same operation, by anew encroachment on 

* The papers were reprinted, and laid before the House. 
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1828. Auchindyne grounds. The mound erected, there- 
fore, was not to have the effect of altering the old 
H:^., course of the river, but it was to have the effect 

BARB. of preventing the old course of the river from 
being altered ; and that, I apprehend, is a most 
material distinction in. cases of this kind. But, 
independently of this, there was evidence to 
shew, that at least a considerable part of the 
bank was built on old foundations. There was 
further evidence of this description, which, with 
respect to cases like the present, is of the most 
important character, that, according to the custom 
of that part of the country, proprietors on the 
opposite sides of the rivers had embanked against 
each other ; and in this particular case it was 
proved, that Auchindyne had himself embanked 
on his side of the river, for the purpose of pre- 
venting the overflow of the water on his side, 
so as to throw it on Invercauld ; it was proved 
also, as the last circumstance, that the destruc- 
tion of the grounds of Invercauld would have 
followed, if these works had not been allowed, 
and that the most trifling damage in point of 
amount, was occasioned to the proprietor on the 
other side. 

It was under these circumstances, with all 
these facts appearing, that the Court gave their 
opinion in favor of Invercauld. That case is 
distinguishable in all its particulars from the 
present. That was a dam erected to prevent 
a change in the course of the water, and it was 
sanctioned also by the custom in that part of the 
country, and sanctioned also by the practice 
which had prevailed as between those different 
and opposite proprietors. 
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Under the circumtances of this case. Lord 
Breadalbane ought not to be allowed to carry on 
this work to the prejudice of Sir Neil Menzies, 
and the judgment of the Court below cannot be 
sustained. The interdict is in terms too extensive, 
because it prevents new opus manufactum on the 
banks of the river without qualification. It will 
be necesary in the form of judgment, that that 
should be in some way qualified. I shall, there- 
fore, prepare a judgment, and submit it to your 
Lordships' consideration. 
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It 18 ordered and adjudged, ** that the Respondent ought 
to be prohibited and interdicted from the further erection of 
any bulwark, or any other opus manufaciumy upon the banks 
of the river Tay, which may have the effect of diverting the 
stream of the river in times of flood, irom its accustomed 
course, and throwing the same upon the lands of the Appel- 
lant 3 and that with this declaration, the cause be remitted 
back to the Court of Session, to vary the interlocutors com- 
plained of, in such manner as may be consistent with the 
above declaration, and to do further in the cause as may be 
just, and in conformity therewith.'* 
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SCOTLAND. 

(court of session.) 
John Ceichton ------ Appellant. 

Elizabeth Grierson and others ^ Respondents. 

J. C. by a deed of trust and settlemeiit, gave all his lands, &c. 
to trastees, among whom was his brother, who accepted the 
trust, for the payment of debts, legacies, and other purposes, 
among which were donations to certain specified charities. The 
deed then contained this passage, ** And in regard, I hare 
not yet determined in what way and manner the further dis- 
tribution of my means and estate shall take place. I hereby 
'* reserve to myself power and liberty to make such distri- 
** bution at any time preceding my death, either in holograph 
instructions to my said trustees, to be executed informally, 
or by a formal deed, &c." In a codicil to this testamentary 
instrument, he made this declaration : — ** In the event of my 
failing to make a distribution of my means and estate, which 
shall remain afler fulfilling the purposes before specified^ 
*' either by holograph instructions, though not formally ex- 
** ecuted, or by a formal deed of instructions, which I reserve 
** to myself full power to do, then it is my wish, that such re- 
« maining means and estate, shall be applied in such charita- 
*' ble purposes, and in bequests to such of my friends and 
relations as may be pointed out by my said dearly beloved 
wife, with the approbation of a majority of my said trus- 
*' tees; and in the event of her decease, or entering into a 
** second marriage, before such application shall have been 
*' pointed out and approved of as aforesaid, then I hereby em- 
** power the majority of the said remaining trustees, to make 
** the application in the way and manner they would conceive 
" to be most agreeable to my wishes if in life." 
In a question between the brother claiming as next of kin, and 
the trustees — Held, 1. That the acceptance of the trust was 
not such an homologation of the deed, as to bar his title to 
sue. 2. That the testamentary instruments contained a valid 
disposition of the residue. 
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1828. 

tlAMES Crichton, who had acquired a fortune ciuoKoif 
in India, and returned to Scotland in 1806, made ^^J;,^^. 
in J 82 1 , a disposition and settlement in favor of 
bis wife, so long as she should remain a widow, 
and of four other trustees, (among whom was the 
Appellant his brother,) or a majority of them who 
should accept, or act, &c. in trust, for the uses, 
ends, and purposes, thereinafter specified, 'and 
contained in any instructions expressive of his will, 
to be executed by him as aftermentioned : By this 
disposition he gave all and sundry lands, &c, and 
appointed the trustees who should act, sole exe- 
cutors, and universal legatees, and intromitters, in 
trust, with his whole personal estate. Various trusts 
were then declared by the deed, for payment of 
debts, legacies, &c. He also directed his trustees 
to make payment of 200/. sterling, to each of 
three charities, viz. the Infirmaries of Dumfries 
and Edinburgh, and the Lunatic Asylum of Edin- 
burgh. The deed then proceeded in these 
terms : — *' And in regard I have not yet deter-* 
^' mined in what way and manner the farther 
^' distribution of my means and estate shall take 
<< place, I hereby reserve to myself power and 
*^ liberty, to make such distribution at any time 
'^ preceding my death, either in holograph in- 
** structions to my said trustees, to be executed 
** informally without the usual solemnities, or by 
^' a formal deed of instructions relative hereto." 

On the 20th of November, 1821, he executed 
a codicil in these terms : — ^' I hereby declare, 
*^ that in the event of my failing to make a dis- 
** tribution of my means and estate which shall 
'^ remain, after fulfilling the purposes before spe* 
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1838. << cified, either by holograph instructions, though 
** not formally executed, or by a formal deed of 
^* '' instructions which I reserve to myself full 
*' power to do, then it is my wish that such 
'' remaining means and estate shall be applied to 
*' such charitable purposes, and in bequests to 
'' such of my friends and relations, as may be 
** pointed out by my said dearly beloved wife, 
** with the approbation of a majority of my said 
** trustees; and in the event of her decease, or 
'' entering into a second marriage, before such 
** application shall have been pointed out and 
^* approved of as aforesaid, then I hereby em- 
*' power the majority of my said remaining trus- 
*' tees, to make the application in the way and 
*' manner they would conceive to be most agreea- 
'^ ble to my wishes if in life." 

James Crichton died in 1823, without having 
executed any instrument of instructions, or made 
any other disposition of the residue of his per* 
sonal estate. The Appellant with the other trus- 
tees, accepted the trust by a minute in writing, 
and undertook to execute the trusts. But 
afterwards he raised an action of declarator in the 
Court of Session, insisting that James Crichton 
had not disposed of the residue of his estate, 
after answering the special purposes expressed 
in the deed of trust; that the codicils did not 
contain any such certain and definite appointment 
as to be legally effectual, for the disposal of the 
residue ; and that therefore, the residue belonged 
to him and his sister as next of kin of James 
Crichton, concluding accordingly for a declaration 
to that effect ; and that the trustees should be 
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ordained to reckon with him, and pay the share l^^B. 
of the residue. 

The trustees by their answer, contended, 1. 
That the Appellant had homologated the deed, 
fay acting under it as trustee, and claiming under 
it. 2. That the expressions of the codicil 
amounted to a definite exposition of the legal 
will of the deceased. 

On the 12th of May, 1826, the Court sus- 
tained the defences, having before repelled the 
objection to the title of the Appellant to sue. 



For the Appellant. — Mr. Sugden^ and Sir J. 
Moncrieff. 

For Uie Respondents. — Mr. Brougham and 
Mr. FuUerton. 

Authorities for the Appellant. — Dig. lib. 11, 
§ 7, de leg. 3, et seq. ; Voet 28, 5, 29, ; Pothier 
de Test. 8, § 1 and 2 ; Voet 30, 1, 36 ; Domat 2, 
3, 1, § 1 ; 3 Ersk. 9, 6, and 8 ; Balfour, tit. Exec, 
p. 220 ; Dirleton, p. 73 ; Stewart, p. 74 ; Ersk. 3, 
9, 8, and 3, 1, 42 ; Stair J, 13, 7; 2 Swinbum, 
p. 463 ; 2 Yin. tit. 20, de Legatis ; 2 Craig, 3, 14 ; 
Com. of Berwickshire, June 18, 1678, (1351); 
Trades of Edinburgh v. Heriot's Hospital^ Aug. 9, 
1766, (6760); Christie, July 6, 1774, (6766); 
Campbell and M'Intyre, June 12, 1824, (3 Shaw 
and Dunlop, No. 93); Karnes* £1. p. 213; 
Ersk. 3, 9, 14 ; Campbell, June 26, 1762, (7440) ; 
Dalzell, March 11, 1766, (16,204); Hepburn, 

* Mr. SiigdeD opened the case ; but Sir James Moacrieff as 
Seaa of Faculty, protested as baving a right to ppeoedence 
over King^s counsel. This claim of right was resisted by Mr, 
Sngden ; and the Lord Chancellor said, the course now foI« 
lowed, would not be considered as a precedent, as the counsel 
had preserved their rights by protestc 
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1828. Feb. 13, 1699, (7428) ; Buchanan, July 23, 1629, 
^;!^^ (671); Hamilton, Feb. 23, 1681,(672); Sholee, 

•>i»Mii ^^^' ^^^' (^^2)5 Corsan, Feb, 19, 1734, (673); 
•KiBRMn. ^^^pj^^y^ jj^^ 22, 1739, (674) ; Earl of Rothes, 

Jan. 21, 1823, (2 Shaw and Dunlop, No. 130); 
3 Bankton. 8, 45; Sanders on Uses, (3d edit.) 
vol. i. p. 253 ; Ommaney v. Butcher, 1 Turner's 
Rep. p. 260 ; Wynne v. Hawkins^ 1 Brown's C. C. 
179; Pienon v. Garnet, 2 B. C. C. 38, and 225; 
Morice v. Bishop of Durham^ 9 Ves. 399, 1 Ves. 
522 ; Moggridge v. Thackwell, 10 Ves. 538 ; James 
V. Allen, 3 Meriv. Rep. 17 ; Mohuny. Jdohun, I 
Swanston's Rep. 201 ; Vesof v. Jamson, 1 Simon 
and Stuart, p. 69. 

Authorities for the Respondents. — Dirleton, p. 
73; Murray, Nov. 28, 1729, (4075). Campbell, 
Dec. 16, 1738, (4076 and Elchies' Dec. No. 14, 
Mut. Con.) ; Dick, Jan. 22, 1728, (7446) ; Brown, 
Aug. 3, 1762, (2318) ; Buchanan, Dec. 16, 1806, 
(No. I, Ap. Service) ; Hill, Dec. 14, 1824, (3 
Shaw and Dunlop, No. 283) ; affirmed, House of 
Lords, April 14, 1826, MSS. and 2 Wilson and 
Shaw, No. 11, p. 80.) 



The Lord Chancellor, after having stated the 
material parts of the will, and observing that the 
question, turned entirely on the construction and 
validity of the clause in the codicil, providing for 
the event of failure to make a distribution of 
the residue, as before set forth, proceeded thus :— 

The first point to which I call your attention is, 
the last part of the clause, for the purpose of 
getting rid of the argument that was urged at 
the bar. It was contended, that whatever the 
construction might be of the former part of tha 



ORDOBTOlf 

«Kicasoiv« 



ON" APPEALS AND WRITS OF ERROR. 4S9 

clause, the latter gave an absolute power and 1828, 
control to the trustees, to dispose of the pnn 
perty, without regard to any limitation or condi- 
tion whatever, except that they were to do it 
generally in the manner they might conceive most 
agreeable to the disponer's wishes, if in life ; but 
I apprehend, when the clause comes to be atten^ 
tively considered, it does not bear that construc- 
tion. He gives a power to the wife, with the 
approbation of a majority of the trustees, to 
dispose of the residue for particular purposes and 
particular objects ; and the word made use of in 
that part of the clause is, that it shall be applied 
for particular objects and particular purposes, as 
pointed out in thzt clause. The disponer then 
goes on to say, that in the event of his wife dying, 
or of her marrying again, (by which she was to be 
deprived of the power of acting under this clause) 
those trustees, or the majority of those trustees, 
were to make the application in the manner they 
should conceive most agreeable to the wishes of 
the disponer, if in life. I apprehend, that^ in point 
of construction, liiis refers to the former clause ; 
and when he talks of the application, it means 
tiiat the trustees are to make such application, 
with regard to die (Ejects befom pointed out, in 
the mamier the trustees diould conceive to be 
most agreeable to the wishes of the dxsppner, if he 
had been then in life. 1 am quite satisfied that 
that is the true construction of the clause, from 
refeirence to fbse point to whidi I have adverted. 
I mention that, for the purpose of getting 
fid of that part df the argament, and of comii^ 
to that which is the whole question between 
the p&rties; imnely, whether it is competent. 
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1828. — ^for that is the question, — whether it is com- 
petent for the disponer, by a deed of this 
description, to point out particular classes of per^ 
sons and objects which are intended to be the 
object of his favor, and then to leave it to an 
individual, or a body of individuals, after his 
death, to select out of those classes the particular 
individuals or the particular objects, to whom the 
bounty of the testator shall be applied* It is 
contended, that to give effect to the decision of 
the Court below, will be, to allow a person to 
delegate to another the power of making a will 
for him, which is said to be directly contrary to 
the civil law, and directly contrary to the law of 
Scotland, which, it is said, is founded on the civil 
law. But I apprehend, that that is not the right 
way of considering the question. I cautiously ab^ 
stain from expressing any opinion upon that point, 
which was adverted to in the course of the argu- 
ment, and is much dwelt upon in the papers, 
l)ecause I think the question does not at all 
turn upon that position ; that it narrows itself 
to this,— 'Whether a party may, in the dispo- 
sition of his property, select particular classes 
qf individuals and objects, and then give to some 
particular individual a power, after his death, of 
appropriating the property, or applying any part 
of his prqperty, to any particular individuals 
among that class, whom that person may select 
and describe in his will. 

The first case to which I shall refer, (because it 
is the earliest in point of date,) is the case of 
Murray against Fleming, which was decided, I 
think, so far back as the year 1729* It is in these 
terms : — '* A husband disponed his land estate to 
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^' his wife in life rent, and to any of his blood re- 1828. 
^ * lations she should think most fit, to be nominated . ^||^^^ 
" by a writ under her hand, in fee." The Court ^' ^ 
of Session decided, ** that this disposition granted 
^* by the husband to his wife did sufficiently en- 
'' able her to nominate persons to succeed to the 
'^ subjects disponed ; and that she having accord- 
** ingly exercised that power, the persons named 
"by her have right to succeed." That, cer- 
tainly, upon the first impression, is a strong case 
for the purpose of establishing the position to 
which I am adverting ; but much ingenuity and 
much talent was exercised at the bar, as was done 
throughout every part of the case, by the Jeamed 
counsel who appeared on the part of the Appel- 
lant, and, with reference to the particular autho- 
rity to which I have referred, great pains were 
taken, by looking into the original papers and 
proceedings in the cause, and adverting to the ar- 
guments of counsel as detailed in those papers, to 
shew that the judgment of the Court was founded 
upon the consideration, that the wife had a con- 
structive fee. Now, I do not mean to say that it 
is impossible, or even improbable, that that should 
have been the foundation upon which the Court 
proceeded ; but still I find that Lord Bankton (who 
is a very competent authority,) in a passage in his 
work, to which reference has been made in the 
course of the argument adverting to this case, and 
adopting its authority, does not put it upon that 
ground, or consider that the Court decided it upon 
that ground, but he represents it as decided simply 
on the ground of authority for the object in 
<}uestion being granted to the wife ; and my Lord 
Kames^ following Lord Bankton, in his valuable 
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18M. work oa the " Principles of Equity," considers 
the case as having proceeded upon the same 
««.. ground. 

But the point of law does not rest upon the 
authority of thb case alone. The next case in 
Diet S818. point of time was the case of Brown against his 
relations. The disposition was in these terms : — 
'' And the remainder of the proceeds of my said 
'' means and estate, after payment of the several 
<< legacies already bequeathed, or to be be* 
queathed by me at any time of my life in man- 
ner aforesaid, and of the payment of the ex- 
penses of executing this trust, to be divided 
'' amongst my poorest friends and relations whom 
** I may have forgot herein^ or in any other deed 
'^ to be made by me in relation hereto, at any time 
** during my life/' So that it was to be divided 
among his poorest friends and relations whom he 
had forgotten in that deed, or whom he might 
forget in any one of a similar description he might 
afterwards make. Now, the judgment of the 
Court was in these terms : — '' The Lords find, 
** that by the trust-disposition executed by the 
'' deceased John Brown, his trustees are vested 
** with a discretionary power to divide amongst 
** the poorest friends and relations of the said 
" John Brown» the remainder of his estate, after 
** payment of his debts and legacies, and the ex- 
*^ penses of executing the trust, and that without 
** distinction, whether the said relations are con- 
'' nected by the father's or by the mother's side, 
*' and also without distinction of degree :" so that 
in that case it was considered, that a discretionary 
power was, according to the terms of the dispor 
sition, vested inthe trustees, to divide that portion 
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of the property among the relations of the dispo- 1828. 
ner, both on the father's and the mother's side. 

** A third case, to which I may also refer, for 
the purpose of establishing the same principle, 
is that of Snodgrass against Buchanan. The case AnU p. 4e8. 
was of this description ; the dispositive clause was 
in these terms :— *' Therefore, for love and other 
'' causes, I do hereby assign, dispone, and make 
^' over from me, to and in favour of the said Cap- 
** tain Alexander Buchanan, and the heirs of his 
^* body, or his assigns ; whom failing, to such of 
** my mother's relations as my kind and respected 
** friend, Mrs. Margaret Buchanan, widow of 
*' Dugald Buchanan, Esq. of Craigievairn, shall 
'' appoint by a writing under her hand ; which fail- 
** ing, &c." I consider that as another authority 
tending to establish the same position. The ar- 
gument that was urged at the bar was, that in 
that case the question was not raised ; but I con- 
sider that a strong circumstance tending to esta- 
blish the position, for the cases to which I have 
referred had previously occurred. One was 
decided so far back as the year 1 729, the other 
was decided at a subsequent period, both of them 
long anterior to the case to which I have referred ; 
and when I advert a little to the manner in which 
the case to which I am now drawing your atten- 
tion was contested by the activity and talent of 
counsel, the circumstance of the point not having 
been raised in that case, can be explained only 
from a thorough conviction of all professional 
gentlemen at the time practising in Scotland, that 
the point was too clear for argument ; therefore^ 
I consider that, though the question was not 
raised in- tliat case, the circumstances connected 
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1^. with the case* tend strongly to confirm the posi- 
tion to which I have already called your attention. 

Another case was that of a disposition made by 
a person of the name of Alexander Horn. The 
facts of the case I find stated in the speech on 
giving judgment delivered by the late Lord Gif- 
ford, in a case to which I shall presently direct 
your Lordships' attention. Alexander Horn dis- 
posed of his property, or a part of his property, 
to the Lord Provost and Magistrates of the city 
of Edinburgh, to be applied, according to their 
discretion, among the poor labourers of that city. 
That case was quoted for the purpose of establish- 
ing the position advanced by the late noble Lord 
to whom I have referred, in the case of Hill 
14th April* against Bums ; and this case is another authority 
' tending to the same point, because that property 
was disposed of in favour of a particular class of 
persons, out of whom a selection was to be made 
after the death of the disponer, by the particular 
individuals to whom that property was conveyed. 

The case to which I have referred, in which the 
case of Alexander Horn was cited, was a case of 
Hill against Haod^s Trustees : that was a case in 
the first instance decided by the First Division of 
the Court of Session, and afterwards came before 
14th April, this House ; and the material part, the disposition 
of the party, was in these terms : — She appointed 
the residue of her estate to be applied by her 
trustees and their foresaids, in aid of the institu- 
tions for charitable and benevolent purposes es- 
tablished, or to be established, in the city of 
Glasgow and its neighbourhood ; and that in such 
way and manner, and in such proportions to the 
principal, the capital, or the interest or annual 
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proceeds of the sums so to be appropriated, as to 1828. 
the trustees shall seem proper ; declaring, as she 
thereby expressed, provided and declared, that 
they should be the sole judges of the appropria-* 
tion of the residue for the purposes aforesaid. 
That case rested on the same principle, and was 
opposed on the grounds applied to the case now 
before you. Your Lordships were of opinion, 
upon the consideration of that case, that the de- 
cision of the judges in the Court below was cor- 
rect and proper, and their judgment was affirmed. 
I refer to that judgment, of which I have a report 
now lying before me of the speech delivered by the 
late Lord Gifford ; and it is important in point of 
authority, for it is a case not standing by. itself; 
for when tl^at case had been argued at the bar, and 
judgment was given, the noble and learned Lord 
took a review of the cases to which I have called 
your Lordships' attention ; and the principle he 
extracted from those cases was the foundation of 
the judgment which he delivered. We are to 
consider, therefore, that those principles dp not 
rest solely on the Courts in Scotland, but that 
they have passed under the review of this House, 
and have been approved and sanctioned by the 
House. Your Lordships extracted from them the 
principle on which the case of Hill v. Hood's 
Trustees was decided ; and I advert to the case of 
^11 V. Hood's Trustees more particularly, because 
it was a material part of the foundation of the 
decision by the Court below in the case now before 
your Lordships. It was said at the bar, that the 
case of Hill v. Hood^s Trustees did not apply to 
the present. To be sure the facts of that case are 
different from those of the present case, but the 
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1828. principle of the case was the same ; and when that 
cjuoHTOK ^^^^ ^^ cited by the learned judges in the Coart 
sftiBuoN. b^^ow, and referred to as an authority, they did 
not refer to the facts of the case merely as govern- 
ing the present case, but to the judgment of this 
House, to the principle upon which that was 
founded, and to the adoption of those authorities 
by the House, which had never before passed in 
review before your Lordships : the principle ex- 
tracted from those authorities they considered as 
the foundation of the judgment of this House, and 
they applied that principle to the case now before 
you. 

Before, however, I state the conclusion which 
I draw from these cases, it is necessary for me to 
advert to one case which was cited on the other 
side. I think only one case was relied on in ar- 
gument, opposing the current pf authorities to 
which I have called your Lordships' attention, 
and that was the case of Dick v. Fergusson. It 
is unnecessary for me to enter into the detail of 
that case of Dick v. Fergusson, because it was 
commented on in the judgment to which I have 
uiuv. Burnt . referred; and after the facts of that case were 
commented upon before that noble and learned 
Lord, he was of opinion, and your Lordships' 
adopted that opinion, that the decision in that 
case did not run counter to the authorities in the 
cases to which I have adverted. Thus much, 
however, I will say respecting that case. In that 
case the trustees refused to accept the trust, or 
to act upon it ; and in a note by Lord Karnes 
respecting that judgment, he puts the decision 
upon this ground : — He says it was competent to 
the trustees in that case to have disposed of the 
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property in favour of the heir-at*law« The effect 18S8. 
of their not acting under the trust was to give the 
property to the heir at law, — they have, therefore, 
by so doing declared their intention that the heir 
at law should take it: and, considered in that 
view, it does not at all contravene the current of 
authorities to which I have called your attention* 
I am justified, therefore, in saying that the autho- 
rities are* uniform upon this subject, and I am of 
opinion that they establish the position, that the 
trustees may dispose of this property among cer- 
tain classes of persons, or among particular ob- 
jects, subject to the intention expressed by the 
donor, the creator of the trust. 

That being the general principle, another objec- 
tion was made in this case as to the generality of 
the disposition. It was said, the property is to 
be given to such relations as the wife shall point 
out, with the approbation of the Trustees. It wa^ 
then said at the bar. What is the meaning of the 
term relations ? it is indefinite ; and they even 
went so far as to say, in a certain sense, every 
man is the relation of every other man ; but at all 
events the classes of the relations in the ascend- 
ing and descending line are numerous and inde- 
finite. The answer I make is this, that in the cases 
to which I have alluded that very point occurred ; 
for instance, in that of Murray v. Fleming, the 
disposition was in favour of any of his blood rela- 
tions she should think most fit to be nominated. 
Blood relations, therefore. Would embrace alt per- 
sons who were connected in blood with the dis- 
poner, — a body of persons as extensive as it was 
possible .to conceive, and yet in that case the 
Court were of opinion that the disposition was 
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1^. good. In the next case to which I adverted, 
that of Brown and his relations, the disposition 
^' was to poor friends and relations, which the Court 
considered to embrace relatives both on the 
father's and on the mother's side ; — the objection, 
therefore, was as open in that case as in the pre- 
sent, and yet the Court decided it in the manner 
I have mentioned. Again, in the case of Snod' 
grass V. Buchanan, the disposition was to the dis- 
poner's mother's relations, being again as exten- 
sive as it was possible for a disposition to be. The 
objects were relations. In none of these cases did 
the objection prevail; and it did not prevail be- 
cause a particular individual was pointed out as 
the person who was to select among the class, and 
to point out those among the relations who were 
to take. 

The same objection in point of principle will 
apply to those dispositions which were made in 
favour of charitable institutions, and in respect 
of those the same answer has been given. It is 
remarkable that, in the second case to which I 
have referred, the disposition was to the poorest 
friends and relations of the disponer, and that was 
considered a valid disposition : and in respect to 
charitable purposes, according to the law of 
England,* which, as to bequests of thb kind, is 
more strict than the law of Scotland, that would 
be a valid disposition. 

For these reasons, after carefully attending to 
this case — after considering the most elaborate 

♦ White V. White, 7 Ves. 423. See Jtkyns v. Wright, 17 
Yes. 265. 1 Yes. and Beames, 313, and on Appeal in D. F. 
in X824, MSS. 
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argument at the bar, from a gentleman who never 1828. 
omits, in the course of his address, any arguments 
which can be useful to his case, — I mean the 
Dean of Faculty, — looking to those authorities, 
and to what your Lordships did in the case of 
Hill y« Hood's Trtistees^ I must suggest to your 
Lordships the propriety of affirming the decision 
of the Court below in this case. 
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1828; «« Tillage called Carmyle, situated on the said 
^'^^^^ " bank of the said river ?" 
y^_ The issue came on for trial, under the direction 
of the Lord Commissioner of the Jury Court, and 
a verdict was found for the pursuers, establishing 
the right of way. An application was made for a 
new trial, on the ground of a misdirection in point 
of law. The argument for a new trial was carried 
on at considerable length, and the Court were 
finally of opinion, that there was no ground for a 
new trial. Afterwards a bill of exceptions, regu- 
larly signed, was tendered by the defender ; : and 
the question in point of law, with respect to the 
direction of the learned judge, came before the 
Court of Session^ who, after hearing arguments, 
were of opinion, that the direction given by the 
Lord Commissioner at the trial was perfectly 
correct. It is from this judgment that the appeal 
has now been, brought for your Lordships' de- 
cision. The whole case, therefore, arises upon 
the bill of exceptions ; and I shall state very 
shortly, the effect of the evidence on the bill of 
exceptions, so far as it is necessary to point your 
attention to it, with reference to the direction of 
the learned judge who presided at the trial. 

It appeared by the evidence of living witnesses 
who attended at the trial,, that so far back as 
seventy years previously to the time of the trial, 
(I think as far iback as the year 1766,) this way 
was used* without interruption. There was no 
evidence whatever of any interruption of the right 
occurring until the year 1789, thirty-four years 
subsequent to the beginning of the period to 
which the evidence related. Not only was there 
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no evidence during that thirty-four years of any 1^» 
interruption of the right, but there was a distinct 
and positive evidence to the contrary. The exer- 
cise of the right of way had never, during that 
period, been at all interrupted ; and there were 
various circumstances which were referred to in 
evidence, for the purpose of confirming that 
statement, and, among others, that in the fences 
there were regular stiles placed, in order to facili- 
tate the passage of persons using the way. In 
the year 1 789, for the first time, according to the 
evidence, this right was attempted to be inter- 
rupted. Even with regard to this interruption, 
there was contradictory evidence. It appeared 
however, by very clear and distinct evidence, that 
in the year 1797, an attempt had been made to 
interrupt the exercise of this right ; and from the 
year 1797 down to the period of the trial, at suc- 
cessive periods, the occupiers of the property, 
over which the right of way extended, had at 
different times interrupted the exercise of it ; but 
in no instance whatever, had these interruptions 
been finally successful. . They had been always 
resisted ; the fences which had been firom time to 
time erected, had been pulled down ; and the 
public had enjoyed the right of way, subject to 
these occasional interruptions, fi*om the year 1755 
•down to the period of the trial. It appeared, 
therefore, that, except the interruption in the year 
1789, even supposing that interruption to have 
been satisfectorily established, (witli reference to 
which there was contradictory evidence,) there 
was no interruption existing at a period so fisir 
back as forty years previous to the time of the 
trial. 
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18B8. Now these are all the facts, or rather the result 
flAMTiB ^^ ^^ facts, stated upon the bill of exceptions, 
necessary for the purpose of explaining the direc- 
tion of the Lord Commissioner. His Lordship's 
direction was in these terms : — '' If the jury be- 
'' lieved the witnesses on the part of the pursuers, 
the public appeared to have been in the posses- 
sion of, and in the habit of using such fbot*path 
for a long period of time, — more thsui forty 
years, (that there is no doubt of;) and that there 
was on the part of the defender, no evidence to 
^* establish an interruption till within the forty 
" years, (with respect to that fact also there was 
'^ no doubt ;) that in that case, and upon the 
'' whole evidence, the truth of which the jury 
<* was to vreigh and consider, the question was, 
'* Whether the interruption, as to which evidence 
^* on the part of the defender had been adduced, 
<< was sufficient to defeat the right, as to which 
" the evidence had been given on the part of the 
'' pursuers ? And the Lord Chief Commissioner 
** did then and there give as his direction to the 
<* jury in point of law, that the interruptions 
proved^ were not sufficient to defeat a right in 
the public to the foot-way in question." 
Now pausing here, the direction of the Lord 
Chief Commissioner appears to be perfectly cor- 
rect, that is, assuming the right of foot-way to 
have been satisfactorily established by evidence. 
The interruptions which were proved, were not 
sufficient to defeat such right, — they were occas- 
sional interruptions, exercised during a period of 
about thirty-four or thirty-five years, but alwajrs 
resisted, and effectually resisted. Supposing, 
therefore, the right of way to have been estal>- 
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lished, an attempt on the part of the occupiers of 1828. 
the land over which the way ran, from time to ^^^[^ 
time to interrupt that right, but not effectually ^• 
succeeding in interrupting that rights never can 
be considered as sufficient to get rid of a right of 
way once established. So far, therefore, there can 
be no doubt of the propriety of the direction of the 
Lord Commissioner. He then went on thus :— * 
" Which right must, on the evidence for the pur- 
<< suers, if believed by the jury, be presumed to 
'* have been established by having been used for 
'* forty years and upwards from the date of the 
** interruption, as stated in the issue." 

Now with respect to that passage some doubt 
was entertained, and the principal part of the ar- 
gument bore upon that part of the direction of 
the learned judge ; but when it is considered with 
reference to the evidence, it appears to me to 
be perfectly distinct and intelligible* He tells 
the jury, that the right must, on the evidence 
for the pursuer, if that evidence be believed by 
the jury, be presumed to have been established by 
having been used for forty years and upwards from 
the date of the interruption, that is, previous to 
the date of the interruption in the manner stated 
in the issue ; for in the isi^ue, the attention of the 
jury is directed to the period of forty years' en^ 
joyment, as being a period which is sufficient^ if 
uninterrupted, to establish the right of way« 

Now what is the evidence with respect to that 
part of the case ? I shall assume, for the purpose 
of argument, that the interruption in 1789» was 
established to be an interruption without any cour 
tradictory evidence. I do not mean interruption 
that was finally successful^ for the interruption 
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1828. was resisted ; but for thirty-four years previous 
^^^!^ to that time, this way had been used without 
^' any interruption at all, by the acquiescence of the 
proprietors of the land, over which the way ran. 
That carries back the evidence as far as s'eventy 
years, — as far back as the memory of any witness 
could extend, who was examined upon the trial, 
— as far as it is probable the recollection of any 
witness could apply to a case of this description ; 
and if thirty-four years of uninterrupted exercise of 
the right of way were established, it was then com- 
petent for the jury to presume, and they ought in 
point of law to be directed by the learned judge 
to presume, froni thirty-four years' exercise of a 
right of way uninterrupted, a previous enjoyment 
corresponding with the manner in which it had 
been enjoyed during the thirty-four years. They 
therefore, were entitled from the evidence to pre- 
sume, that for forty years previous to the year 
1 789, the date of the first interruption, this right 
of way had been exercised without any interrup- 
tion ; more particularly from those circumstances 
stated in the evidence, that there were actually 
openings made by the proprietors of the land, for 
the purpose of allowing Uie free use and enjoy- 
ment of that right of way. The case then stood 
thus: — ^The learned judge in substance told the 
jury, there is evidence, from which you may as- 
sume that for a particular period, namely for 
forty years, this way had been exercised without 
interruption. If you are of that opinion, then 
that is, according to the law of Scotland, suffi- 
cient to establish a prescriptive right of way; 
and if that right of way be • once established in 
the manner I have stated, then I tell you in point 
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of law, that subsequent interruptions not acqui- ^^^* 
esced in, cannot defeat the right so acquired. It 
was contended, and contended strenuously, in 
argument by counsel at the bar, that, according 
to the law of Scotland, it was necessary to prove 
forty years' uninterrupted enjoyment down to 
the period of the trial. But it is quite impossible 
to maintain a position of that kind, for it would 
lead to this consequence, that if you were to 
establish an uninterrupted enjoyment, even for 
the period of sixty or seventy years, an occupier 
could at any time defeat that right so enjoyed, 
by successive obstructions, although those ob- 
structions might be resisted by persons exercising 
the right of way, unless they thought proper to 
go into a Court of Justice. I apprehend that 
that cannot be the case. It cannot be the case 
certainly by the law of England. If the right be 
once established by clear and distinct evidence 
of enjoyment, it can be defeated only by distinct 
evidence of interruptions acquiesced in. There 
was no interruption here acquiesced in ; and 
therefore the judgment given by the Court below, 
confirming the judgment of the Jury Court, sus- 
taining the direction of the Lord Chief Com- 
missioner upon the trial, ought to be affirmed. 

In this case, as it appears to me that the direc- 
tion of the judge to the jury was correct ; and as 
there was an application made, in the first in- 
stance, for a new trial, on the ground of misdi- 
rection in point of law ; and as that motion for a 
new trial was overruled ; as the case was after- 
wards brought in upon a bill of exceptions, for 
the purpose of raising the same question ; as the 
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1828. Court of Session was of opinion, that there was 
9ABTU no ground for the bill of exceptions, and con- 
firmed the direction of the learned judge ; under 
such circumstances, this appeal ought to be dis- 
missed with costs. 
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J. S., by a will properly executed, gave a sum of 4,000/. to be 
laid out in goYernment or real securities, in trust for L., the 
wife of S., for her separate use for her life ; remainder to J. 
for his life ; remainder to the children of L. by S. He then 
devised certain lands and tenements specified to various per- 
sons named in the will, and after bequeathing several pecuniary 
legacies, he concluded thus : — ** And I do hereby expressly 
charge and make liable my real and personal estate to, and 
with the payments of, the aforesaid legacies." Held, reversing 
the decree of the Court below, that the lands specifically de- 
vised were not liable to the payment of the legacies on a 
deficiency of the personal estate. Spong v. Spang - p. 84 

CHARGE. See Assets. 

CLERK OP THE PEACE. See Custos Rotulorum. 

CONSTRUCTION. See Assets. Devise. Simont. 

contingency. See Devise. 

CUSTOS ROTULORUM. 

Upon a special verdict, the jury found that by an Act of Par- 
liament in Ireland of the tMrd and fourth of Philip and Mary, 
it was enacted that the King and Queen and her successors 
should be entitled to the Counties of Leix, Slievemarge, Irry, 
Glinmalire, andOffiily, and that for making them shire grounds, 
a certain portion of the said counties should henceforth be a 
shire or a county, by the name of the King's County, &c. : 
and that from the year 1556, (the date of the act,) the Kings 
and Queens of Ireland have nominated and appointed, and 
been used to nominate and appoint, fit persons to fill the office 
of Clerk of the Peace for the King's County to the year 1798, 
in which year it was found that the Defendants in error, wera 
hy patents created Clerks of the Peace within every county 
in the province of Leinster, except Kilkenny, to hold for their 
lives, &c., and that under the patent they held and exercised 

2 G 2 
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the duties of the office till 1800 ; and that the King's Coanty 
is in the proTince of Leinster : the verdict then found that the 
Custudes Rotulornm of the County have appointed persons 
to fill that office, in the SdXd county, from the year 1760 to the 
present time, (1819,) who have held and enjoyed the said 
office accordingly, with the exception of, &c., who were in 
possession under the crown ; and further set forth letters 
patent, dated in 1776, appointing the Earl of Drogheda Custos 
Rotulorum of the King's County during pleasure, and also 
certain deeds or warrants under seal, wherehy the Earl of 
Drogheda appointed successively two Clerks of the Peace for 
the King's County, who executed the duties and received the 
emoluments of the office, without interruption, from 1772. 
Held, reversing the judgment in the Court below, that the 
Custos Rotulorum, and not the King, has, by law, the right 
to appoint the Clerk of the Peace in the King's County. 
Harding v. Pollock p. 161 

DEED. See Exceptions. 

DEVISE. See Abbbts. 

A testator, by his will, devised to trustees and their heirs, all 
his freehold and copyhold land at S., and also his free- 
hold land at H., in case there should be but one son of 
his daughter A. who should attain the age of twenty -one 
years, upon trust for such son and his heirs ; and in 
case there should be two or more sons of A. who should 
attain the age of twenty-one years, then in trust for the second 
of such sons and his heirs ; and in case there should be no 
son of A., upon trust for such of the daughters of A., (if any) 
as should first attain the age of twenty-one years, &c. : and 
then after certain bequests of stock in trust, to pay the divi- 
dends by way of life annuities, the testator devised and be- 
queathed all the residue of his property, whether freehold, 
copyhold, or for years, money in the funds, upon mortgage, or 
otherwise, upon security, or at interest, and debts of whatever 
other nature or kind, to the same trustees, their heirs, execu- 
tors, and administrators, upon trust to sell, get in, &c., and to 
apply the proceeds in payment of debts and legacies, &c., and 
as to the residue of the monies to arise by such sales, to invest 
the same in the public funds, or real securities ; and if there 
should be only one child of A., upon trust to transfer or as- 
sure the funds, and the dividends, interest and annual pro- 
ceeds thereof, to such only child at or on his attaining the 
age of twenty-one years, &c. ; and if there should be two or 
three children of A., in trust for such two or three children, 
equally to be divided between them, the shares of sons to be 
transferred on their attaining the age of twenty-one years, &c. 
The testator afterwards made a codicil to hb will in these 
words ; — ** Having some short time back drawn my pen 
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through the first fifteen lines of the sixth sheet of my will, 
and being apprehensive that such erasure not being witnessed, 
might lead to litigation, I declare that the sole intention 
of such rasure is, to revoke that part only of the will, 
whereby I direct the sale of my freehold property ; and I 
hereby direct and appoint that the son of my daughter 
A., who shall first attain the age of twenty-one years, shall, 
on attaining that age, change his name to Elwes, and I give 
and devise to the said son of A., on his attaining the age of 
twenty-one years and changing his name to Elwes, all my 
freehold property, lands, tenements, and hereditaments, to 
hold to my said grandson, his heirs and assigns, &c. ; and I 
do hereby ratify and confirm the said will, except as before 
is excepted. 

Held, that the will was revoked by the codicil, expressly as to 
the power of sale ; and as to the corpus of the lands at S. and 
H., by the effect of inconsistency of devise, but that the will 
was unrevoked and operative in all other respects ; and that 
under the devise, by the effect of the will and codicil, no 
estate in the lands at S. and H. and the other freehold estates 
was vested, but remained contingent upon the event of sons 
or daughters of the testator's daughter, according to the 
limitations of the will, living to attain the age of twenty-one, 
&c. ; and that until such vesting upon such event (or until such 
event should become impossible,) the estate in the lands, 
vested in the trustees, and the rents and profits were applica- 
ble, according to the trusts of the will. — 

Duffield V. Duffield p. 260 

EXCEPTIONS, BILL OF: 

By a deed in 1762, lands were conveyed to the use of the grantor 
for life, and after his death in trust for D. S. his daughter, 
the wife of R. S., and after her death to the first and other 
sons successively of D. S. by R. S., with remainders over 
and subject to a power of revocation. In 1763, the grantor, 
by a will made in execution of the power, directed and de- 
sired that if there should be no issue male of the existing 
marriage, the lands should stand limited (subject to the dis- 
positions of the deed of 1762,) to the first and other sons of 
his daughter by any other husband. 

R. S. died in 1778i leaving D. S. his widow, and four sons sur- 
viving. Soon after his death, D. S. married R. B. by whom 
she had a son A. B. 

J. S. the eldest son of the first marriage, having been from his 
infancy a person of weak capacity, in the year 1785, as soon 
as he came of age, joined with his mother and father-in-law as 
party to a deed, by which, reciting his title as tenant in tail in 
remainder, subject to his mother's life interest in the lands, 
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and an agreement which had been made for providing thereoat 
a present maintenance for him ; and that the younger children 
of his mother had been left without provision by the deed of 
1762 ; and further reciting certain expenditure made on the 
premises by R. B., the husband of his mother, for the benefit 
of the inheritance, the hinds were assigned to trustees for a 
term of five hundred years, iu trust to secure to J. S. an 
annuity of /., and subject thereto to the use of the mother 
for life; remainder toR. B. for his life ; remainder to trustees 
for a term, to raise portions for the younger children of D. M. 
his mother, and subject thereto to the use of J. S. and the heirs 
male of his body, and in default of male issue, to such other of 
the children of D. M. as she should appoint, and m default of 
appointment, to R. S., E. S., and A. B., three of her chil- 
dren ; remainder to her right heirs* 
A fine and recovery were levied to give eflfect to this deed, which 

was regbtered in 1/89. 
J. S. died in 1794. In 1800, L. S., the second son of the first 
marriage, filed a bill in Chancery against R. B. and D. his 
wife, to establish the deed of 1762, and to set aside the deed 
of 1785, on the ground of fraud* This bill was dismissed by 
the Plaintiff in 1805. 
By deed in 1803, D. the mother, appointed the lands to A. B. 
her youngest son, subject to the payment of annuities. In 
1809, the lands were by deed executedon the marriage of A. B. 
settled on the husband and wife, and the issue of the marriage, 
notwithstanding notice given to the parties by L. S. of his 
claim. 
R. B. died in 1813; A. B. died in 1814, leaving a son; D., the 
mother, died in 1818. Upon this event, L. S. brought an 
action of ejectment against the parties in possession under the 
deed of 1785. This ejectment was not prosecuted, but in 
1821 (L. S. being dead,) an ejectment was brought against the 
same parties by his son. Upon the trial it was agreed between 
the parties that the sole question should be, whether the deed 
of 1785 was void at law as the deed of J. S. It was sworn 
upon the trial by some witnesses that J. S. was not compe- 
tent at the time of making the deed, and they spoke to acts and 
conduct evidencing mental incapacity* On the other lumd, it 
was by others sworn, that he was competent to execute. It 
was admitted that the incapacity did not asise from lunacy,—- 
no evidence having been given of lunacy. 
The judge on his charge to the jury told them, that the question 
for them to try was, whether J. S* was a person of sound 
mind or not, and that to constitute such unsoundness of mind 
as should avoid a deed at law, the person executing such 
a deed must be incapable of understanding and acting, in the 
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ordinary affidn of life ; that it waa not neeessary Hut he thonld 
h« without any glimmerinfj^ of reason, and that as one test of 
snch incapacity, the jury were at liberty to consider whether 
he waa capable of understsnding what he did by executing the 
deed in question, whenits general purport was fully explained 
to him. To this direction a bill of exceptions was taken, upon 
the ground that the judge refVued to tell the jury, that in order 
to aToid the deed at law, the unsbnndness of minii must 
amount to that which constitutes idiocy aieoording to the strict 
legal definition of an idil)!^ 
Held that this directioii was right, and that the case could not be 
argued or decided upon an objection that the direction was 
too general and vague, because such objection was not taken 
at the trial, and did not form part of the bill of exceptions. — 
Ball ▼. Mannin - - p. 1 

FORGBRY. 8e€ JiJRisDiCTtoif. 

IDIOCY. See Excbftion«. 

JUDGE (DIRECTION OP). See Ezcbptions. 

JURISDICTION : 

By the stat. 83rd and 24th Geo. III. of the Parliament of Ire- 
land, for securing the monies of suitors of the Courts of 
Chancery and Excbeqiier, by depositing the same in the 
National Bank, which provides for the appointment of an Ac- 
countant-general for the bourt of Exchequer, it is enacted, 
that ** So long as he observes the rules thereby, or by the 
Court to be prescribed, he shall hot be answerable for any 
monies which he shall not actually receive, but that the Bank 
shall be answerable for all monies deposited with then^;'* and 
regnlalions tot the transfer of stock are specified in the act. 
Under this Act A. was appointed Accountant-general of the 

Court of Exchequer, in the year 1796. 
In the year 1810, A. executed a power of attorney, authorizing 
S. B., his chie/ clerk, to make transfers in the Bank books of 
any stock of whieh A. should first hare executed a transfer 
draft under hii hand on ch^ck paper, pursuant to the oilers of 
the Coirt. This pio#er was deposited at the Transfer Office 
at the Bank. Under this power S. B., producing a certificate 
or transfer draft, purporting to be signed by A., but in (act 
forged, and In several respects not conformable to the particu- 
lars required by the power and the statutory regulations^ 
obtained a transfer of stock from one cause to another, for the 
purpose of supplying deAciencies in the stock in the latter 
cause, which had been caused by transfers under certificates 
formerly forged by S. B. Upon the discovery of this trans- 
Ibr from the first to the second cause, two creditors in the first 
cause, who had proved their debts, made a motion in the cause, 
calling upon A. to refund the stock transferred ; which, after 
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hearing affidavits of the Appellant and the Bank of Ireland, 
was ordered by the Court. Upon appeal against this order, it 
was questioned whether the Court of Exchequer had jurisdic- 
tion to make such order by a summary proceeding not in a 
cause ; and whether the House of Lords bad jurisdiction to 
entertain such appeal : but, eventually, the order was re- 
versed— O'JVci// V. Fitzgerald - - - - p. 24 
LUNACY. See Exceptions. 
NEXT PRESENTATION. See Simont. 
NOTICE. See Specific Performance. 
PREROGATIVE. See Clerk of the Peace. 
REAL AND PERSONAL, ^ee Assets. 
SIMONY. 

By the stat. 31 Eliz. c. 6, s. 5, it is enacted that ** If any per- 
son, &c. shall for any sum of money, reward, gift, profit, or 
benefit, directly or indirectly, or for or by reason of any pro- 
mise, agreement, grant, bond, or other assurance of, or for any 
sum of money, reward, gift, profit, or benefit whatsoever, 
directly or indirectly, present or collate any person to any 
benefice with cure of souls, dignity, prebend, or living eccle- 
siastical, or give or bestow the same for or in respect of any 
such corrupt cause or consideration, that every such presenta- 
tion, collation, gift, and bestowing, and every admission, in- 
stitution, investiture, and induction thereupon shall be utterly 
void, frustrate, and of none effect in law.** 
In quote impedit it was found by special verdict, that B. the 
incumbent of a rectory was, on a certain day, afflicted with a 
mortal disease, of which he died at eleven o'clock at night, 
and at three o'clock in the afternoon of the same day, T. the 
patron of the living, and P., both knowing the condition of 
B., in pursuance of an agreement, executed a deed, by which, 
in consideration of 6000/., T. granted to P. the advowson for 
a term of ninety-nine years, if F. should so long live, with a 
proviso that as soon as P., by vacancy or otherwise, should 
have made presentation to the rectory, he should re-assign to 
T. the residue of the term. It was found also by the verdict 
that this agreement and deed was a device to convey the next 
presentation, but that the deed was executed without the 
knowledge or privity of H. (the person afterwards presented 
by T., and rejected by the Ordinary,) and without any inten- 
tion to present him. 
Upon this finding, judgments having been given for the Defen- 
dant, in the Courts of Great Sessions Chester, and the King's 
Bench, they were reversed in the House of Lords upon writ 
of error, the House being of opinion that this sale of the next 
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presentation was not Yoid under the statate.-^Fojr y. Buhop 
of Chester p, 123 

SOLICITOR AND CLIENT. See Specific Performance. 

SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE: 

An agreement for a reversionary lease having been obtained by 
an attorney from the son of his employer, who was remain- 
der-man in a settlement, under which his father, who had 
granted the existing lease, was tenant for life,— on a bill for 
specific performance, the Court refused, under the circum- 
stances, to enforce the agreement. 
F. C, under a settlement executed in 1716, was tenant for life 
of certain lands, with a power to lease for any term not ex« 
ceeding thirty-one years ; remainder to his first and other sons 
successively in tail male. In 1745, F. C. granted to S. O. 
who was then acting as his attorney, a lease of lands, com- 
prising two hundred acres of good land, Irish plantation 
measure, for three lives or thirty-one years, whichsoever 
should last the longest. M. C. was the only son of F. C. 
In 1749, M. C. by a writing indorsed upon that part of the 
lease of 1745, which was in the possession of S. O., in con- 
sideration of 20/., agreed to ratify that lease ; and on the 
expiration of the term, to grant a renewal for a further term 
of lives ; a blank being left in the agreement as to the number 
of lives. The agreement was not indorsed on the counter- 
part of the lease in the possession of F. C, and was not 
registered till June, 1760. In May, 1760, F. C. died, leaving 
M. C. surviving, who by deed in 1 760, settled the lands in 
trust for himself for life ; remainder to his two daughters, as 
tenants in common. The Respondent became entitled to one 
moiety of the lands, as the only son of one of the daughters ; 
and at a sale under a decree in Chancery in 1814, purchased 
the other moiety. At the time of the sale, it was mentioned 
that the lands were sold subject to the lease of 1745. S. O. 
died in 1780, leaving S. L. O., who was the last surviving 
life in the lease of 1745, and held the lands under the lease 
till his death, which took place in 18 1 7* The Appellants 
k^ claimed as devisees of S. L. O. In 1820, the Appellants 

f filed a bill in Chancery, stating the facts above mentioned, 

and praying a specific performance of the agreement to grant 
a renewal of the lease. 
Held, that under the circumstances, the Appellants were not 
\ entitled to such relief. — Blakeney v. Bagot - p. 237 
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STAT. 31 ELIZ. c. 6. § 5. See Simont. 

VESTING. SeeDKVisE. 

WILL. See Dbtiss. 

WORDS. See Assbts. Dbyisb. Simont. 
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AGREEMENT : 

1. A. being a tenant in possesion of a farm, which he held after 
the expiration of a lease, made a proposal by missive, to take 
a new lease, upon the conditions of an offer made by W. for 
another farm belonging to the same estate. W. had engaged 
to enter into a lease, which was to contain *' all the regula- 
tions to be lud down for the estate.** G. the owner of the 
estate, by letter, accepted the proposal of A., on the footing 
of the offer of W., and *' the general conditions laid down 
by him for the whole estate ;*' and this letter of acceptance 
provided, that a lease should be executed as soon as the other 
leases of the estate could be got ready. Three years after 
this proposal and acceptance, a document entitled articles and 
conditions, was signed by G., and various other proposed 
tenants of the estate, but not by W. or A. By one of these 
conditions it was provided, that *' all the fodder should be 
used upon the farm, and none sold or carried away at any 
time.** This document concluded by providing that the 
leases on the estate were to be granted upon, and to refer to 
the conditions therein contained. A few days after the signa- 
ture of this document, a draft tack with various blanks, but 
containing a reference to the articles and conditions, and an 
obligation to perform them, and a consent to the registration 
of them, was signed by the tenants, including If. but not A. 
He did however, two years afterwards, sign ^this draft tack, 
which was never extended, or otherwise executed. 

Held, that the draft tack as signed by A. was a probative docu- 
ment, and not a new contract between the parties, but refera- 
ble to the preceding agreement and conditions ; and that the 
condition prohibiting the sale or removal of straw, &c. 
applied to the last year of the term, and the way-going crop. 

The draft tack not having been produced on the first hearing 
of the cause, held, that the Appellant was liable for all the 
costs consequent upon the non-production.— dorc^oii v. ^w- 
deriOHf p. 351 
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AGREEMENT: 

2. The owners of a ship applied by letter to S. and O. shipwrights, 
to lengthen and repair the ship, requesting them ^* to furnish 
an estimate of the probable cost, and also to note the prices 
of timber, and the rate of wages.*' The letter contained this 
passage : — " The timber must be all English oak, and if you 
hare a sufficient quantity on hand for the repair of the ship, 
besides her lengthening.*' S. and O. by letter, in answer, say, 
the expence of lengthening, on a rough calculation, will be 
900/. ; and as the vessel would require other repairs, it would 
be the best for both parties, to do the whole by day work. 
The letter then contains this passage : — ** The captain will 
have it in his power to keep an exact account of the articles 
expended, and to turn off any workmen that does not please 
him. We have on hand an excellent assortment of English 
oak timber of a suitable size for the vessel.*' A note of 
prices was added, " wages per day, 3s. 44, ; common En- 
glish oak timber per foot, 5«.** In a subsequent letter from 
the owners, announcing the dispatch of the ship, this post- 
script is added : — " As it is understood that nothing is to be 
put into the ship but English oak timber and Dantxic oak 
plank, to which you must bind yourselves by letter, &c.** To 
this S. and 6, answer thus : — ** With respect to the materials 
we have a good stock of English timber and Dantxic plank, 
and little or no Hamburgh ; so that Captain Young will have 
it in his power to take what he likes best." In a subsequent 
letter, the agent of the owners says : — '* I hope you will put 
on her the best of materials, and also the best of work- 
manship." 

The repairs were superintended by the captain, the carpenter, 
the master, and a part owner of the ship, and were completed 
in 1807* While the repairs were going on, the wages of car- 
penters were increased by order of justices, ^d a day. 

Immediately after the completion of the repairs, the ship sprang 
a leak of an alarming description, on her return to port, when 
she was repaired by the owners, upon a notice given to the 
builders, who sent their foreman to inspect. After these 
repairs, the vessel was proceeding on a voyage to Davis 
Straits, but was obliged to put back on account of her leaky 
condition, and was detained twenty-two days on repairs, when 
the season being too late for the fishery in Davis Straits, she 
sailed on a fishing voyage to Greenland, and brought home a 
short cargo. These transactions took place in 1806 and 1807. 
In 1813, S. and G. brought an action for the amount of their 
bill. After various legal proceedings, upon inspection of 
the ship, it appeared that American oak had been used in the 
repairs of the ship ; that two of the bolts had been driven and 
clenched imperfectly ; that there was one hole without a tree- 
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nail ; and that the vessel after the lengthening and repair, had 
increased in the nudships five feet in width. 
Held, under these pleadings and proofs, that the shipwrights 
had no right to charge in their account, the additional 6d, per 
day for wages, nor for the price of superior oak timher ; that 
they were answerahle in damages, for haying used American 
instead of English oak, for the repairs done by the Respon- 
dents, and for the supposed loss in the fishing voyage, conse- 
quent upon the detention for repairs. 
Held also, that the costs were properly given against the Appel- 
lants, although they had a judgment for a balance, after 
allowance of all the deductions for damages. — Strachan v. 
Paton p. 359 

BIBLE See Prerogative. 

BYE-LAW. See Corporation. 

CONSTRUCTION. See Agreement. Deed. Prerogative. 
Testament. 

CONTRACT. See Agreement. 

CORPORATION : 

A trading corporation having by its bye laws fixed a rate of 
allowance to be made to the widows of deceased members, 
subject only to variation upon a defect of funds, cannot 
exercise a discretionary power as to the rate of allowance, but 
may be comjpelled by process in the ordinary Courts of 
Justice, (no defect of funds being alleged) to make the allow- 
ance fixed in a bye-law in favor of the widow of a freeman, 
who had entered after the date of the bye-law in question, and 
paid npon his entry a sum of money to the funds of the 
corporation, and made a small annual payment to the time of 
his death. 
The costs incurred by an investigation of a disputed &ct, not 
allowed to a party who had the judgment upon the general 
question of right, the fact being found against that party.— 
Corporation of Fleehere v. Scotland - - p* 384 

COSTS. See Agreement, 1, 2. Corporation. 

DEED: 

O. by trust-deed, disponed lands at his death to trustees, to 
convey to his first and other sons in succession, and the heirs 
male of their bodies respectively, and in default of such issue, 
to the first son of either of his daughters who , should first 
attain the age of twenty-one years and his heirs ; but in case 
his daughters should both die, and have no such son of 
either of them, to convey to G. and R* his nephews. The 
residue of his real estate he gave to the same trustees to sell, 
for the use of his daughters ; and he assigned and disponed 
to the same trustees, for the use of his heirs and substitutes, 
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&c. in the order in the deed mentioned, tlie charters, ke, and 
rents, " for now, and in all time coming." 
Held, that the rents accruing between the death of the disponer, 
and the erent on which the lands were to vest in a son of the 
daughter, belonged not to the daughters as heirs portioners, 
nor as disponed to them under the residuary clause of the 
deed, but were to be held in trust for the parties who should 
become entitled under the dispositions of the deed. — Graham 

V. Templer p. 380 

DBBD. See Fraud. 

EVIDENCB. See Aorebmbnt. Prescription. 

FACILITY. SeeFRAVD. 

FRAUD: 

J. M., a man eighty-three years old, being entitled under 
the provisions of a trust disposition and settlement, to the 
annual produce of a fund, during his life, estimated at the 
value of 6,000/. but subject to reduction, in the proportion of 
one-third, upon the event of a suit, executed a deed by which 
he renounced all his interest in the fund, and assigned it to 
his daughter and her husband, to whom the reversion belonged, 
in consideration of an annuity of 40/. a year, to be paid to 
him for life out of the fund, and his funend expences. In a 
suit instituted to reduce this deed, it was admitted that he was 
weak and infirm, and addicted to intoxication ; and it appeared 
that the deed was drawn up by the agents of the daughter 
and her husband, and that no agent or other person was em- 
ployed on the part of the father. 
Under these circumstances, the deed was held void and reduced* 
and the judgment affirmed on appeal. — M^Diarmid v. 

M'Diarmid p. 373 

HOMOLOGATION. See Tbrtament. 

INTERDICT. J^ePROPBRTv. 

LANDLORD and TENANT. See Aorbbmbnt. 

LBOACY See Testament. 

LETTERS PATENT. See Prbrooativb; 

LITERARY PROPERTY. See- Prerogative. 

PREROGATIVE: 

The King by letters patent granted to B. and B. their heirs and 
assigns, to be his only printers in Scotland for forty-one 
years, to use and enjoy with all its profits and privileges, so 
fdx as the same were consistent with the articles of the Union, 
and especially the sole privilege of printing in Scotland, 
Bibles* (Bihtim Saera^) Testaments, the Psalms, the Book 
of Common Prayer, Confessions of Futh, and the greater and 
lesser Catechisms, in the English tongue. The letters pro- 
Idbited all other persons, subjects and foreigners, to print in 
or import into Scotland from any parts beyond the seas, any 
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of the said books, without the licence or authority of B. and 
B., their heirs, assigns, and substitutes, under pain of con- 
fiscation. 
Held, that the patentees had under this patent, the ezclusive 
right of printing in Scotland, all the books enumerated in 
the patent, and that the receired English translation of the 
Bible was within the terms of die patent, and could not be 
sold ip Scotland without the authority of the patentees, al- 
though the proMbition, in terms, extended only to importa- 
tion from parts beyond sea8«~-Jlft7/er ▼. Blair. p. 391 
PRESCRIPTION : 

Upon the trial of an issue directed to try whether for forty-six 
years prior to 1822, there existed a public foot road from O. 
to C. it was proved that from the year 1756 to 1789, the road 
waa used by the public without interruption ; and that stiles 
had in 1789 been placed in the fences by the owners of the 
land over which the rpad passed* From the year 1797 there 
were frequent interruptions down to the date of the trial. The 
judge at the trial, directed the jury that the interruptions 
proved were not sufficient to defeat the right in the public to 
the footway in question; wUch right must on the evidence 
be presumed to have been established, by having been used 
for forty years and iipwards, from the date of the interruptions 
as stated in the issue. Upon a bill of exceptions to this 
direction, held, that on proof of thirty-four years uninter- 
rupted exercise of the right, it was competent for the jury to 
presume, and that they ought in point of law to be directed to 
presume, a previous enjoyment corresponding with the manner 
in which the road had been enjoyed during the thirty-four years, 
establishing, according to the law of Scotland, a prescriptive 
right of way.— ITarvte v. Rogers ... p. 440 
PRESUMPTION. 5e« Prbscription. 
PROPERTY : 

A propiietor of land on the bank of a river, having commenced 
the building of a mound, which, according to the opinion and 
report of an engineer, would, if completed, in times of ordi- 
nary flood, throw the waters of the river on the grounds of a 
proprietor on the opposite bank, so as to overflow and injure 
them, was restrained by perpetual interdict, from the farther 
erection of any bulwark, or other work, which might have 
the effect of diverting the stream of the river in time of flood 
from its accustomed course, and throwing the same upon the 
lands of the Appellant.-»lfeii;rte« v. Breadalhane p. 414 
PUBLIC. See Prescription. 
RIVER. See Property. 
RENTS. See Deed. 
ROAD. See Prescription* 
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SHIP. See Aorbement 2. 
TACK. See Agreement 1. 
TESTAMENT : 

J. C. by deed of trust and settlement^ gave all his lands, &c. 
to trustees, among whom was bis brotber, who accepted the 
trust, for the payment of debts, legacies, and other purposes, 
among which were donations to certain specified charities. The 
deed then contained this passage, *' And in regard, I hare 
not yet determined in what way and manner the further dis- 
tribution of my means and estate shall take place, I hereby 
reserve to myself power and liberty to make such distri- 
bution at any time preceding my death, either in holograph 
instructions to my said trustees, to be executed informally, 
or by a formal deed. &c.** In a codicil to this testamentary 
instrument, he made this declaration : — '' In the event of my 
failing to make a distribution of my means and estate, which 
shall remain after fulfilling the purposes before specified, 
either by holograph instructions, though not formally ex- 
ecuted, or by a formal deed of instructions, which I reserve 
to myself full power to do, then it is my wish, that such re- 
maining means and estate, shall be applied in such charita- 
ble purposes, and in bequests to such of my friends and 
relations as may be pointed out by my said dearly beloved 
wife, with the approbation of a majority of my said trustees ; 
and in the event of her decease, or entering into a second 
marriage, before such application shall have been pointed 
out and approved of as aforesaid, then i hereby empower 
the majority of the said remaining trustees, to make the 
application in the way and manner they would conceive to be 
most agreeable to my wishes if in life." 
In a question between the brother claiming as next of kin, and 
the trustees— Held, 1. That the acceptance of the trust was 
not such an homologation of the deed, as to bar his title -ta 
sue. 2. That the testamentary instruments contained a valid 
disposition of the residue.— 'CrtcAfon v. Griereon - p. 422 

TRUST. SeeDsED. Testament. 

WAY, RIGHT OF. See Prescription. 
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